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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 



(See elso Principal Findings Sc Recommendations, page 6) 



ENROLLMENT 



Firm estimates of enrollment must await the results of a 
Questionnaire for Parents now in process. Tentative estimates antici- 
pate an initial enrollment of 700 full-time day students for a school 
'opening September, 1967, Provision should be made for an increase up 
to 2000 students by September, 1969, to 3000 by September, 1971, and 
to a leveling off at 4000 by 1973. The Evening Division part-time 
enrollment may be double the day-time enrollment . 



i AGILITIES 
Temporary, 

Temporary facilities for the period 1967-1969 would havr to be 
provided. The least expensive solution is to adapt structures already 
existing on a permanent site for this purpose, adding to them, if neces- 
sary. If this is not possible, quarters would have to be leased at a 
separate location. Up to $ 1,000,000 may be required to lease and reno- 
vate 100,000 sq. ft. (a minimxrm to accommodate 1000 students) for two 
years of operation in a manner acceptable to State authorities. 

Permanent. 

A permanent facility to house the above enrollment should be 
developed at a permanent site in two phases of construction: 

Phase 1 Primarily classroom and laboratory buildings, and a library, 
to accommcdate a maximum enrollment of 3000 students. 

The permanent site should be acquired not later than Noven ^er 1, 
1966 for possession not later than May 1, 1967. 

Phase I construction should start not later than February 1, 1968 
in order to be ready for occupancy. September 1, 1969. 

The cost of acquiring and preparing a permanent site for construc- 
tion is estimated to be $ 1,500,000. 

The total cost of Phase I development, including site acquisition 
and construction, would be approximately $12,000,000, apportioned as 
follows: Federal government, $500,000; State, $5,750,000; County, 
$5,750,000. 



Phase II. Gymnasium/Health Center, Student Center/Cafeteria, 
Administration/Guidance Office Building, Fine and Performing Arts 
Center /Auditorium, additional classroom, laboratory, and library 
facilities. The purpose of Phase II is to round out the Phase I facility 
and to raise the maximum enrollment to 4000 students. 

Phase II construction should start no later than February 1, 1971, 
to be ready for occupancy September 1, 1972, 

The cost of Phase II would be approximately $8,500,000, appor- 
tioned as follows: Federal government, $500,000; State, $4,000,000; 
County, $4,000,000. 

Complete Facility . The total cost of the completed college, erected in 
Phases I and II, would be $20,500,000, apportioned as follows: Federal 
government, $1,000,000; State, $9,760,000; County, $9,750,000. 

The costs given above for both Phases will rise about 3% per year 
if construction is postponed beyond the dates given. Also, costs will be 
about greater for each 1% of technological program students enrolled 
over 50% of the total student body (day-time enrollment). 



FINANCING DEVELOPMENT 

II is suggested that the County finance its share of development 
costs by two issues of “County College Bonds”, one of $6,000,000 for 
Phase I development and one of $4,000,000 for Phase II development. The 
increased cost to the taxpayer of such a program would be equivalent to 
about $1.60 per year, from 1967 to 1971, on a property valued for tax 
purposes (on a 100% basis) at $20,000. From 1971, for the next twenty 
years, the tax increase on the same property would amount to about 
$2.00 per year. 

The total amount, to be borrowed, $ 10,000,000 is less than 40% of 
the legal limit for Essex County on the amount of County College bonds 
that may be issued (Limit = iof 1% of current assessed valuation = f of 
1% of 5.3 billions = $26,500,000). 



OPERATION COSTS AND THEIR FINANCING 

The cost of operating an Essex County College would be about $12 00 
to $1300 per year per equivalent full-time student. The County and 
student would share that portion of the cost of op<-ration not borne by the 
State. Currently the State*s contribution is limited to $200 per year per 
student, but a bill already passed by the Assembly (although not acted on 
by the Senate, at this writing) raises this limitation to $600. If the 
County*s obligation were $400 per year per student, and the enrollments 
were' those given earlier, the cost in increased taxec to the $20,000 
property owner for operation would begin at about $ 1.70 per year in 1967, 






rise to about $4.00 per year by 1971 and level off at $8,00 per year oy 
1973 when the school’s capacity of 4000 day-time enrollment was reached. 
If the County’s share were less than $400, then the tax increase f jr op- 
eration would be commensurately below these amoun+s. For each 1000 
part-time Evening Division students, the above tax increases wculd be 
exceeded by about $.80 per year, 

TOTAL COST TO THE TAXPAYER 

FOR BOTH DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION 

Again, in terms of a tax increase to the $2 0,000 prope -ty owner, 
the total cost of the 4000-student facility would begin in 19L' at about 
$3.30 per year, rise to about $6.00 per year by 1971, and level off at 
$ 10.00 per year by 1973. It would remain at that level lor about twenty 
years, after which only the cost of operation would have to be met. 



3ITE 



The location most favored for the Essex County College is in the 
municipality of West Orange near the East- AVest Freeway (new Route 
No. 280.) Several possible sites of varying degrees of suitability are 
in this area. 

It would be desirable to acquire as much as 50 acres. The cost 
of land in this location is estimated to vary from $20,000 to $35,000 an 
acre, depending on the purpose for which it is zoned. In this report the 
cost of acquiring and preparing a suitable site is estimated to be 
$1,500,000. 



DEVELOPMENT TIMETABLE 



If a college like the one described above is to be established to 
open September, 1967, the following critical deadlines must be met: 



April 15, 1966 

May 1, 1966 
August 1, 1966 
September 1, 1966 

January 1, 1967 
May 1, 1967 



- Publication by the Board of Freeholders of its 
resolution of intention to establish a Community 
College. 

- Public hearing on the resolution. 

- Appointment of Trustees. 

- Appointment of the President and start of his 
duties. 

- Possession of the temporary site, or of the 
permanent site if it is also to serve as the 
temporary site. 

- Possession of the permanent site (if other than 
the temporary site). 
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INTERIM REPORT OF THE COUNTY COLLEGE COST FACT-FINDING 
COMMITTEE OF THE ESSEX COUNTY BOARD OF FREEHOLDERS. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Cost Fact-Finding Committee For The Essex County Community 
College was established August 26 , 1965, by resolution of the Board of Chosen 
Freeholders of Essex County, It was directed to determine 

. The probable location and cost of a Community College site. 

. The cost of construction for building on such a site. 

. The type, size, and purpose of the institution (whether emphasis should 
be placed on Liberal Arts or Vocational/Technical Training, or both.) 

. The State’s contribution, to ward such cost. 

. The need for additional legislatioia with recommendations for such, 
if necessary. 

, Those matters necessary to a full and adequate deteixnination of the 
financial impact on the County of Essex of establishing a Community 
College. 

It has been possible to treat all of these subjects in varying amounts of 
detail in this Interim Report. The cost of a site, for example, is difficult to 
estimate prior to making final decisions relative to the size and architectural 
design of the facility required, and pending negotiations for site acquisition. 
These decisions are discussed in Section III B., CHOICE OF A SITE, under 
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS, and elsewhere in this report. The ap- 
proximate type, size, and purpose of a proposed institution and its probable 
cost are given herein, but will be stated more conclusively in the Committee s 
next report, as will the recommendations, if any, for additional legislation. 

It may also be desirable to expand later the material on financing, should the 
Freeholders wish more specific guidance in this regard. 

REASON FOR AN INTERIM REPORT 

This interim report of the Committee represents a preliminary determina- 
tion of the items listed above. The committee has distributed a Questionnaire 
to Parents and the results of it will provide data on which conclusive findings 
can be based. Early returns indicate that a large majority of parents favor 
the establishment of a Community College. Meanv/hile this report is issued at 
this time in order to place in the hands of the Freeholders findings which, 
though subject to later modification, will enable them to reach or prepare now 
for critical decisions x*elative to the feasibility of establishing a County College. 
It is desirable that these decisions not be postponed. If the college is to be 
ready to accept ctudenti^ by September, 1967 (the publicly-announced target 
date), the necessary organizational steps, many of which are specified by law, 
require that the enabling resolution be passed not later than April 15 of this 
year (See Figure 6, Section III C.). Moreover, it is the responsibility of this 
Committee to point out that, should the ultimate decision be to develop the 
college, the price of postponement in a period of rising costs would be very ^ 
substantial, probably representing an increase of 3% per year in the County s 
share of the cost of construction. 
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still another reason for issuing this interim report now is to permit time 
for a program of public information to be carried out prior to the public hear- 
ing. The hearing is required by law, following publication of the Freeholders* 
resolution that a college be established. Final passage of the resolution can 
occur only after the public hearing. 

INTERIM COST FINDINGS 

In order to estimate closely the cost of a County College, it is necessary to 
have reliable projections of enrollment, as well .as some concept of the pro- 
grams that should be offered. Programs differ markedly in their requirements 
for space, cost of equipment that must be supplied, vand the cost of operating 
such equipment. The Committee is obtaining the necessary enrollment and 
program data by means of a Questionnaire to Parents which is discussed in 
detail later in this report. Pending receipt and analysis of all of the Question- 
naires, the cost data are presented, in the form of tables and graphs, for an 
institution having what the Committee currently regards as the likely appor- 
tionment of enrollment to programs, and the probable rate of growth. In the 
next report, using the questionnaire forecast of enrollments, it will be possible 
to fix more narrowly the cost levels that must be anticipated for the kind of 
institution Essex County requires. It also will be possible to scale costs of 
construction upward or downward depending upon the programs that the ques- 
tionnaire reveals will be most in demand. 

THE REPORT ON A SITE 



Several possible sites have been identified. They are reported on under 
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS - CHOICE OF A SITE. The characteris- 
tics of an ideal site are discussed and a favored location, i.e., one most nearly 
matching these characteristics, is named. All sites investigated have been 
ranked according to preference, the ranking, in most cases, having been made 
without benefit of on-the-spot intensive examination of the properties, or of 
personal interviews with the owners. In no respect has the Committee entered 
into negotiations for acquisition. Also, in most cases, the availability, and the 
price of the property if available, have not been ascertained. In view of the 
fact that adequate locations for a County College are extremely scarce in 
Essex County and growing scarcer, the Committee has included among its 
recommendations the Immediate appointment of a Site Selection Committee of 
the Freeholders which would be empowered to take definitive action on acquisi- 
tion of a site. Such action, of course, would be predicated upon the decision of 
the Freeholders to move forward in the establishment of a college. 

DATA GATHERING TECHNIQUE 



The methods used by the Committee to obtain the data for its findings have 
included interviews with community college educators, within and outside the 
state, visits to existing colleges, and correspondence with college personnel 
and specialists in community College work inside and outside of government. 
A complete listing of these sources with dates c >ntacted will be found in 
Appendix E. 

ORAL BRIEFING 



The Committee recommends that, after the Freeholders have had an oppor- 
tunity to review the findings reported herein, a meeting be arranged between 
both bodies so that amplifications and clarifications may be made, wherever 
required. 
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PUBLIC SENTIMENT 

In the course of its work the Committee has bjecome aware of a strong 
sentiment existing throughout the County for a Community College. In some 
quarters, however, there seems to be a misunderstanding as to the purpose of 
such a College. This purpose, in the mind of educators, is not, as some would 
have it, solely to provide education to “the underprivileged’*. It is true that 
the cost of tuition at a County College is expected to be quite reasonable. But 
among the many other reasons for sending a son or daughter to a Community 
College are: 

1) unique course offerings not obtainable at senior institutions 

2) the two-year career programs for the student who wants to move as 
quickly as possible into the business world 

3) the desire of many parents (particularly of girls) to have their children 
remain at home during the college years 

4) the demand of local employers for County College graduates 

5) the opportunity for a student to “find himself** before committing 
himself to a specialized curriculum at a senior institution. 

The County College also offers wide services to adults, privileged or under- 
privileged. 

II. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A. FINDINGS 

1. The current cost of developing a Community College in the metropolitan 
area, including acquisition of site and construction, is approximately 
$5,000 per full-time day student enrolled. 

2. To build a Community College in Essex County to accommodate 4,000 
full-time day students (and twice that number of part-time evening 
students) would cost in the neighborhood of $20,500,000, about $1,000,000 
of which may be supplied by F ederal funds and th? balance by the State 
and County, share and share alike. 

. 

3. To operate a Community College in Essex County will' cost $ 1200 to 
$130C per year per equivalent full-time student enrolled. This cost 
would be shared by State, County, and student. It is expected that the 
current $200 limitation on the State’s contribution per student per year 
will be increased by legislation being considered in the current session 
of the legislature. 

On Monday, February 14, 1966, the State Assembly voted 58-0 for a bill 
introduced by Norman Tanzman (D-Middlesex) which would raise the 
limitation on the State*s contribution for operating costs to $600. The 
bill now goes to the Senate “where fast passage is predicted.’’ 

4. The equivalent cost in increased taxes of a 4,000 day-student college to 
the Fssex County homeowner whose property is valued at $20,000 would 
begin at about $3.30 in 1967; rise to about $6.00 per year by 1971; and 
level off at $10.00 per year by 1973, remaining at this level for twenty 
years until all County College bonds had been retired. 
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B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Contingent upon acceptance of this report^ it is recommended that this 

Board of Freeholders take the following actions; 

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. As soon as feasible, followinfl acceptance of the Final Cost Report cf 
this Committee (due in April), reach a decision whether to proceed with 
the establishment of a County College. This decision should be based 
upon the findings of the two reports of this Committee; The Haney 
Committee Report of June, 1964; the State Report of February, 1965; 
the tentative financing plans prepared as called for in Recommendation 
No. 3 below; and whatever other pertinent data the Board of Freeholders 
wishes to take into account. 

2. If the decision reached is to proceed with the establishment of a College, 

a) Frame and publish a resolution to that effect, as called for by law. 

b) Schedule a public hearing on the resolution for a date not later 
than May 1, 1966. 

c) Appoint a Trustee Selection Committee no later than May 1, 1966 
and instruct it to be ready to announce its selections on or before 
July 31, 1966. 

3. Prepc.re without delay tentative plans for financing the two-phase pro- 
gram outlined in this report for the development of an Essex County- 
Community College accommodating 4,000 full-time day students by 1972. 
The next Fact-Finding Committee report will make final recommenda- 
tions as to the size and type of school required based upon enrollment 
forecasts that are being secured by questionnaire. 

4. Designate a Site Acquisition Committee with authority to obtain authentic 
and detailed data relative to the acquisition of a site of as much as 50 
acres in extent in the favored location. 

SECONDARY RECOMMENDATIONS 

5. Ini-tiate as soon as possible a public relations effort to inform the public 
on the meaning to -the average family of a Community College in Essex 
County and on the status of the program to determine whether one should 
be established. 

This could include dissemination of an abstract of this report to all' 
voters in the County and filing of copies of the complete report in all 
the public libraries of the County. Volunteers might be recruited to 
present short informative talks on the Subject of a County College to 
service clubs, civic and school groups. 

6. File a progress report with the State Department of Education and with 
the Commission on Higher Education of the Middle States Association 
of Colleges and Secondary Schools « in order to show diligence and to 
prepare for dealing with these agencies in requests for aid, accredita- 
tion, etc., in the event a County College is established. 




III. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 



A. COST OF A PERMANENT FACILITY, 

As stated in the Introduction, the cost of an Essex County Community 
College cannot be finally estimated until a reliable forecast of enrollment 
aiid programs offered is obtained from the questionnaire now in process. 
However, the procedures for estimation arc developed in what is to follow 
and are used to derive the cost and financial impact upon the County of a 
prpposed Essex County College. Although the facility assumed is not based 
upon final data reflecting the express desires of the Essex community, the 
Committee feels it is a realistic approximation to a serviceable facility. 
WThen the results of the questionnaire are received, the necessary adjust- 
ments will be made. Th 3 adjusted projections will form the subject matter 
of the Committee’s next r^ 5 port in April. 

CLASSROOM AND LABORATORY SPACE AND ENROLLMENT 

The core space of a college is that in which instruction takes place, 
namely, the classrooms and laboratories. The point of departure in 
estimating the cost of a college facility is to ascertain how much of this 
core space is required. In the community college, the variable factors 
that have major influence on this space requirement are the number of 
students enrolled and their distribution as between technological and non- 
technological programs. The reason is that the technological programs 
require extensive, heavily- equipped laboratory space, apportioned at 100 
to 150 square feet per student station; whereas the non-technological pro- 
grams require mainly classroom space at up to 20 square feet per student 
station, or science laboratory space at up to 50 square feet per station. 

The space requirements are derived in Appendix A for three enrollment 
distribution cases of interest and the reader should refer to this derivation 
for details. Table 1. summarizes the results derived there. The areas 
given are to be considered total floor area of buildings, including allowances 
for corridors, lavatories, etc., which are introduced as an excess factor in 
the derivation. 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 



It is now necessary to assume that the Essex County College would have 
a certain distribution of enrollment and would be developed over a given 
period of time. The Committee chose the assumptions in Table 2. on the 
basis of previous studies at the County and State levels of an Essex County 
Community College, the experience of other counties, and the opinions of 
local educators. 

There are several reasons for recommending a two-phase development 
program. One is to avoid immediate commitment to facilities designed for 
specific programs until experience reveals clearly which programs are 
most in demand. Another is to permit concentration of development on the 
most necessary structures needed earliest. Still another is to ease the 
problems of financing and obtaining federal and state aid. 

COST OF A PEP.MANENT SITE 

In a later section, CHOICE OF SITE, under DETAILED ANALYSIS OF 
FINDINGS, locations and sites are extensively discussed and a favored 
location for the College is given. The cost of a site in the favored location 



TABLE 1. 



CLASSROOM AND LABORATORY SPACE REQUIRED 
FOR A COMMUNITY COLLEGE^ 





Enrollment 


Case I 
60 % Technl. 

(•q. ft*) 


Case II 
50% Technl. 
(sq. ft.) 


Case III 
40% Technl. 
(sq. ft.) 




1000 


28444 


28444 


28444 


Clattroomt 


2000 


56888 


56888 


56888 




3000 


85332 


85332 


85332 




400( 


113776 


113776 


113776 




1000 


15360 


16000 


16640 


Science Labs. 


2000 


30720 


32000 


33280 




3000 


46080 


48000 


49920 




4000 


61440 


64000 


66560 




1000 


57600 


43000 


38400 


Technology 


2000 


115200 


96000 


76800 


Labs. 


3000 


172800 


144000 


115200 




4000 


230400 


192000 


153600 



* See Appeifidix A for derivation of the space 
requirement for 1000 studenta 



TABLE 2; 



PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
ESSEX COUNTY COK»^.UNITY COLLEGE 



Building Program at 
Permanent Site 



In two Phases - 
Phases I and II 



Start of Construction March, 1968 

Date of Completion September, 1969 

Capacity (Full-Time Day Students ) 3 000 

PHASE li 

Start of Construction 
Date of Comiiletion 
Capacity (Full-Time Day Students) 

(Total - 4000) 



Spring, 1971 
Fall, 1972 
An Additional 1000 



Note 1. Certain units planned for Pliase ll are essential for completing the facility 
begun in Phase I. Other# are intended to provide for increased enroll- 
ment, should it develop. 

Note 2. The total enrollment capacity, including Evening Division, can be esti- 
mated by taking three ^mes the day-time capacity. Evening Division 
students generaUy tak# half as many credit hours, allowing twice as 
mapy to be accdmmodated as in the day time ih the sanri facilities in 
the Wme period of time. 
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CASE I 
60% Techno- 
logical 
Programs 
(sq. ft.) 


CASE n 
50% Techno 
logical 
Programs 
(sq. ft.) 


C lassrooms 


85,332 


85,332 


Science Labs. 


46,080 


. 48,000 


Technology Labs. 


172,800 


144,000 



i* likely^o be totte range $20,000 to $35,000 per acre. These amounts 
are based upon the prices of property recently exchanged in the area and 
on preliminary opinions of realtor*. For purposes of this report, it will 
g***^'??®*^ acquiring and preparing for construction a 

$1 500 favored location would be $30,000 per acre, or 

PHASE I STRUCTURES 

The primary structures required in Phase I are classrooms and, lab-, 
oratories. Referring to Table I, the 3,000 students to be provided for in 
Phas 5 I require the following space; 

CASE III 
40% Techno- 
logical 
Programs 
(sq. ft.) 

85,332 

49,920 

115,200 

-r X ^*ve been entered into a Phase I costing chart. 

Table 3, to which the reader should refer throughout the ensuing discussion. 
No attempt will be made to estimate the number of buildings needed to 
house the space required of each type. Below classroom space and labora- 

t \ found two additional types of space which are 

essential in the initial program— that to house the library, guidance depart- 
tnent, and administrative offices; and that for a “service building** for 
shared usag* as a utilities building and temporary student center. In Phase 
Da new Adimnistra.tion/Guidance Building would be constructed, permittinc 
he struc^re for joint library/guidance/administration use, erected in 
Phase h to bemused exclusively as a library. Also, in Phase II a student 
center would be provided, relieving the “service building“ for exclusive 
use as a utilities structure. 

For of the 33,000 square feet allotted to the library, see 

Appendix B. 5,000 square feet assigned to the utilities building is in 
co^ormity with specifications for a similar structure recommended by 

Rutgers University for another college. This completes the extent of Phase 
1 construction. 

COST OF PHASE I DEVELOP MFMT 

During the Committee*s investigation, unit costs of construction of 
Community Colleges were obtained from many sources (See Appendix C) 

A conservative average figure i» $2b/.q.ft., with varieUons from $18/sq.ft. 

j “«P«“d*"8 upon the amount of open space, the type of building 
material used, and elaborateness of design. A high average figure today 

comnutld\t J’e’io/** structures planned for Phase I was 

at $25/sq.ft. and $30/sq.ft. and entered into Table 3. Totalswere 
then taken. It was then necessary to add in Supplementary Costs. The per- 
centages taken for these conform with current experience as verified by the 
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Committee. In some instances. Equipment Costs exceed 10%; but, at the 
same time, the Contingency taken is usually less than 10%‘ (currently 6% 
in the State Department of Education). Thus, any disparities that exist 
should be compensating ones. 

Next to be added were the costs of a heating plant and the very sizeable 
amount of parking lot paving needed at a communi^ college. I The amomits 
used were again verified against current prices and experience at existing 
schools. Again 10% contingency was taken on these items. Thereafter, 
the Supplementary Costs were added to the cost of structures previously 
totaled and, alsb,'^the estimated cost of a ibite, the whole yielding grand 
totals which represent the cost of Phase I development. 

The overall cost of development for Phase I is seen to vary from a low 
of $11,139,000. (40% enrollment in Technological programs, $2&/sq.ft. for 
construction) to a high of $15,112,000. (60% enrollment in Technological 
programs, $30/sq.ft. for construction). The \init costs for construction 
only may be compared with those reported in Appendix C, although it must 
be remembered that Phase I does not represent a completed facility, and 
would not be approved as such by the State. It is lacking, for example, a 
gymnasium and an auditorium. 

PHASE II STRUCTURES 



The primary purpose of Phase II is to provide the auxiliary units nec- 
essary to upgrade the Phase I configuration to a complete facility. A 
secondary purpose 'S to provide for increasing enrollment and for any 
existent demand for pj^'Ograms not hitherto offered. The costing chart. 

Table 4, summarizes a proposed Phase II program. 

Gymnasium space, not included in Phase I, is now provided in a building 
of 60,000 sq.ft., which houses also a Health Education Center. It is very 
likely that there will be a sizeable demand for training in Medical Technol- 
ogy, Nursing, Hygienic Technology, etc. These programs, all concerned 
with the well-being of the individual, seem to associate well with gymnasium 
activities. Moreover, there is likely to be a cost advantage in centralizing 
such therapeutic and exercising equipment as is required both for health 
service education and the athletic programs. A more costly alternative 
would be to construct separate buildings for health education and gymnasium. 
However, laborjaitory facilities (biological, etc.) have already been provided 
in Phase I. Moreover, a separate gymnasium (to isolate nien*s and women*s 
programs) might in any case have to be built at a future time, when require- 
ments are clearer. For these reasons, the Health Education Center/Gym- 
nasium construction seems logical as a first step. It has been assumed that 
the health program conducted in the new* structure could accommodate an 
enrollment of 200. 

The Student Center /Cafeteria will be an urgent requirement, since only 
limited facilities could be provided in the Service Building called for in 
Phase I. Since the Coxnmunity College is a commuting school, the Student 
Center is vital to its operation. 

The Administration/Guidance Building will permit administrative offices 
and the guidance department to be moved out of the Library, providing full 
usage of that structure for its intended purpoS'p. The space of 25,000 square 
feet is in accord with the assignment of suCh space at other schools of the 
same size. 



St«rf of Construction 


CASE 1 — 6 


March, 1968 


Spaca for 
3000 

Day Students ^ 

(Sq. R.) 


Dato of Complat*i*yn 


Saptambar, t%9 


Classrooms 


85.332 


Science Laboratories 


46.080 


Technology Laboratories 


172.800 


Library/Guidance/ Admtn. 


33.000 


Service/Student Center 


5.000 




342,212 


SUPPLEMENTARY COSTS: 
Architect Fees (6%) 

Other* (4%) 

Equipment (10%) 

Contingency (10%) 




f ^Landscaptng, Surveys, loringi, lnsur«nc« 1 

[ llutprinfs, Advtrfiting, Concr«t« Ttsfing, tfe* j 


Heating Plant 
Paving 

Contingency (10%) 




TOTAL PHASE 1 COST 
OF CONSTRUCTION 




Unit Cost ($/Sq. Ft.) 
Unit Cost ($/Student) 




ESTIMATED 
COST OF SITE 




TOTALPHASE 1 COST 
OF DEVELOPMENT 














TABLE 3 

COST OF PHASE I DEVELOPMENT -ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
{Thousands of Dollars — 3000 FulLTime Day Students) 



CASE 1 — 60% TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRAMS 


CASE IL— 


50% TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRAMS 


Sp«et for 
3000 

Day Sfiidanfs 
(Sq. ft.) 


Cost of 
CoMistnietbn 
At$25/Sq.ft. 
Avarago 


Cost of 
Construction 
At$30/Sq.ft. 
Avarago 


Space for 
3000 

Day Students 
(Sq. ft.) 


Cost of 
Construction 
At$25/Sq.ft. 
Average 


Costof J 

Construction 
At$30/Sq.ft. 
Average 


85,332 


2,133 


2,560 


85,332 


2,133 


2,560 


46,080 


1,152 


1,382 


48,000 


1,200 


1,440 


172,800 


4,320 


5,184 


144,000 


3,600 


4,320 


33,000 ^ 


825 


990 


33,000 


825 


990 


5,000 


($ 15/sq.ft.) 75 


($20/sq.ft.) 100 


5,000 


75 


100 


342,212 


8,505 


10,216 


315,332 


7,833 


9,410 

( 




511 


613 




470 


565 




340 


409 




313 


376 




851 


1,022 




783 


941 




851 


1.022 




783 


941 




200 


200 




200 


200 




100 


.100 




100 


100 




30 


30 




30 


30 




11,388 


13,612 




10,512 

.. - - . _ 


12,563 




siijs 


$39.78 




$33.34 


$39.84 




i3j7?*-00__ 


____H537.W__ 




$3,504.00 


$4,188.00 




1,500 


1,500 




1,500 


1,500 




12,888 


15,112 


L -- - 


12,012 


14,063 









o 
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CASE III 40 % TECHNOLOGtbAL PROGRAMS 

n I ' ■ _ 



SpAMfbr 

3000 

D«ySHid«nfi 

N-Ft) 


Coctof 

ContfnicHon 

At$25/Sq.Ff. 

Avwig* 


Cost of 
Consfrucfion 
At$30/Sq.R. 
Avorago 


85,332 


i,i33 


2,560 


49,920 


1,248 


1,498 


115,200 


2.880 


3,456 


J 33^000 


825 


990 


5,000 


75 


lOP 


228,452 


7.161 


8,604 


H 


430 


516 




286 


344 


! 


716 


860 




716 


860 




200 


200. 




100 


100 




30 


30 


'i 

If 

1 

i! 


9,639 


11,514 


• 


'i » . 


$3M2~~ 


$39T92~~ 




__J3,2_I3.00 


$3,838.00 






1,500 


1,500 




I--' ■ 


M,t39 


13,014 
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TABLE 4. 

COST OF PHASE II DEVELOPMENT 
ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
(Thoutands of Dollars - Additional 1000 Day Students) 



Start of Construction 
Spring, 1971 
Date of Completion 
Fall, 1972 


CASES I, II, and III 


Space 

Added 

(sq.ft.) 


Cost of 
ConstruQtion 
($30/ sq.ft.) 


Increase in 
Capacity 

(No. Day Students) 


Gymnasium/Health 
Education Center 


60000 


1800 


200 


Student Center /Cafeteria 


2 0000 


600 




Administration/ Guidance 
Buildix^g 


25000 


750 




Fine and Performing 
Arts/Auditorium Builtiing 


40000 


1200 


200 


Classrooms 


33000 


990 


300 


Science Laboratories 


13000 


390 


150 


Teclmology Laboratories 


20000 


600 


150 


Library Wing 


5000 


150 






216000 


6480 


lOQO 


Supplementary Costs 








Architect Fees, Other* 
and Contingency (20%) 
Equipment (10%) 




1300 

650 




Heating Plant Expansion 
Additional Paving 
Contingency (10%) 


■ 


100 

25 

13 




Total Phase II cost of 
Development 




8568 


‘ f 


Unit Cost ( $/sq\ft,) 




$ 38.60 




♦ See Table 3. 
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A Fine and Performing Arts Building, including auditorium, is specified, 
wMch will lend further balance to the total facility. Sufficient space has 
been allotted to it to house programs of instruction in the arts beyond those 
required for enrichment of other curricula. The ultimate design of this 
structure should be kept flexible and not fixed until the needs oi the college 
in this area become clear. 

Additional classroom, science laboratory, and technological laboratory 
sphee, as well as a small addition to the library, have been proV-ided on the 
assumption that increasing enrollment will require them. Should this not 
be the case, this portion of Phase II construction can be abandoned. The 
structure proposed would accommodate an estimated enrollment increment 
of 600. 

COST OF PHASE II DEVELOPMENT 

The average unit cost applied to Phase II construction, scheduled to 
begin. Spring, 1971, is $30/sq.ft. By 1971. $25/sq.ft. will cease to be a 
realistic figure and even $30/sq.ft. may be hard to achieve. At the latter 
figure, the total cost of Plxaie I! structures comes to $6,500,000. To this 
amount. Supplementary Costs were computed and added as in Phase I, in- 
cluding provision for expansion of the heating plant and additional paving. 

The grand total of Phase II construction is $8,568,000. At its completion 
in 1972 Essex County would have a complete community college facility 
capable of i'andling 4,000 day students, and 8,000 youth and adults in the 
Evening Division. 

No mention has been made of a Faculty Center to house faculty offices. 
Although such a structure is said to have many advantages, the Committee 
feels that faculty offices could be provided in the buildings air ead]/- specified. 
Whether to construct a separate Faculty Center should properly be decided 
by the college administration and Board of Trustees. 

COST OF THE COMPLETE FACILITY 



In Table 5, Total Cost of Development, the total space and the lumped 
costs of Phase I and II are summarized. The complete college (including 
site, estimated to cost $1,500,000) would cost anywhere from $19f701,000 
to $23,544,000 depending upon the size of enrollment in the technologies a 
and the average unit cost of construction. 

Unit costs of construction have been computed and are given in the final 
lines of Table 5. Comparison with those shown in Appendix C for existing 
schools show them in some cases to be higher. This comes about mainly 
through employment of the $30/sq.ft. unit cost figure for Phase II, which 
is likely to prevail several years from now. Since the Essex County College 
will be built later than those now completed or under construction, it must 
be expected that, in a period of rising costs, the unit cost of construction 
will be greater. Moreover, it will continue to increase the longer construc- 
tion is postponed. 

The Committee warns that the costs of development estimated in Table 
5 are pred^ated on construction taking place over the time periods in- 
dicated in Table t. If It u^re to be delayed beyond these dates a correction 
factor of approximately 3% should be added for each year of such postpone- 
ment. 
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n 

! 1 


Hmm I Compl*fion 
S*ptMnb«r, IM9 

PtMM It Ci«<npl*tton 
Scpt*mb«r, 1972 


i 


|j 


CUtirOomt 
Science Labor«torf«s 




n 


Technology Leboretorles 




Llbrery 




n 


Adm'tn./Guidenco Bldg. 
Sfudent Cfr./Cofoterle 




J !' 


Gymn«slu.VHe«lth Ctr. 




. 1 


F. & P, ArH Ctr, Auditorium 




il 


Service Bldg. 




[] 


SUPPLEMENTARY COSTS: 




n 


Architect Fee* (6%) 




u 


Other^ (4%) 

Equipment (10%) 




n 


Contingency ( 1 0%) 

1 llutprifiH, Adif«rfisiit 9 , Concr«f« 

Heating Plant 


L) 


n 


n 


Paving 




1! 


Contingency ( 1 0%) 




D 


TOTAL COST OF 
CONSTRUCTION -PK 14 II 




D 

0 


Unit Coit ($/Sq. R.) 

Unit Cost ($/Student) 

. Unit Space (Sq. R./Student) 

ESTIMATED 




n 


COST OF SITE 
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TOTAL COST OF DEVELOPMENT— ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 






(Thousands 


of Dollars — 4000 FuH-Tima Day Studants) 




CASE 1 -- 60% TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRAMS 


CASE II — 


50% TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRAMS 


Sp«€« for 
4000 

Doy Sfudonh 


Avg, Cost of 
Comfrucfion 
Ph.i.$25/S<i.R. 
Ph. Il.$30/Sq.a 


Avg. Cost of 
Construction 
Ph. I - $30/Sq. R. 
Ph.ll.$30/Sq.R. 


S|»«co for 
4000 

Doy Studonts 
(Sq. R.^ 


Avg. Cost of 
Construction 
Ph. 1 . $25/Sq. R. 
Ph. II . $30/Sq. R. 


Avg. Cost of 
Conshruction 
Ph. 1 . $30/Sq. R. 
Ph.ll.$30/Sq.R. 


118,332 


3.123 


3,550 


1 1 8.332 


3,123 


3,550 


59,080 


1,542 


1,772 


61,000 


1,590 


1,830 


192,800 


4,920 


5,784 


164,000 


4,200 


4,920 


38;C(K) 


975 


1,040 


38,000 


975 


1,040 


25.000 


750 


750 


25,000 


750 


750 


20,000 


600 


600 


20,000 


600 


600 


60,000 


1,800 


1,800 


60,000 


1,800 


1,800 


40.000 


1,200 


1,200 


40,000 


1,200 


1,200 ( 


5,000 


($15/$q.ft.) 75 


($20/sq.ft.) 100 


5,000 


75 


100 


558,212 


14,985 


16,596 


531,332 


14,313 


15,790 




899 


996 




859 


947 




600 


664 




572 


632 




1,499 


1,660 




1431 


1,579 




1 .499 


1,660 




1431 


1,579 


J 


300 


300 


* 


300 


300 




125 


125 




125 


125 




■ ^3 


43 




43 


43 




19,950 


22,044 




19,074 


20.995 




~~ $3534*" 


$39.49" 




$35790”' 








iS3J_Lq0__ 




$4,769.00 


$5,249.00 


140 






133 






o 
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1.500 


1,500 




1,500 


1,500 
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CASE III — 


40% TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRAMS 




Sp«e«for 

IQOO 

DayStiidUmh 

(Sn^Bi) 


Av 9 . Cost of 
Comfruefion 
Ph.M25/Sq.R. 
Ph,il-$30/S<).a 


Av 9 . Cost of 
Cofwfruefion 
PhJ.$30/Sq.R. 
Ph.ll-$30/S9.Ff. 




i IS, 332 


3,123 


3.550 




>2.920 


1.638 


1.888 




135,200 


3.480 


4.056 




38.000 


975 


1.040 




‘25,000 


750 


750 




20,000 


600 


600 




60.000 


1.800 


1.8000 




40.000 


1,200 


1.200 




5,000 


75 


100 




m.452 

4 


13.641 


14.984 




1 


818 


899 




i. 


546 


599 




f ■ 
i, 

1? 

L 


1.364 


1.498 




V 

)■ 

r 

1 


1.364 


1.498 




1 


300 


300 




' • - ■'■ 


125 


125 






43 


43 




■ t ' V- 


18,201 


19,946 




V; 


'$38.08 ~ 


~“““$39^'^ 




i- " ■ - “ ' 


$i^00_ 


$4,987.00 




^ 126 

f , 

3. 


,| • 


~ ■■ ■ 




1 

1 ' • ' - ' 


1,500 
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i9,»i i 


1M46 
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It should also be observed that, due to the many intangibles in reckoning 
development costs - paramount among them the enrollment to be provided 
for, and size of demand for specific technologies -- the overall amount will 
alwayil lie in some region of uncertainty. The questionnaire results, it is 
hoped, will constrict this region somewhat. Also, it is always possible to 
build a facility to accommodate a given number of students, irrespective of 
demand. The facility outlined above is the Committee’s view of what may 
be required to meet the demand, insofar as it can be presently predicted. 
Using the procedures employed above, the cost of a lesser facility can be 
obtained, if and whenever desired. 

FINANCING DEVELOPMENT COSTS 

Figure 1 depicts the sharing of development costs among Federal 
Government, State, and County. The costs of development shown are those 
derived in Table 5. The three cases correspond to the 60%, 50%, and 40% 
levels of enrollment in the technologies. The “high” and “low” figures 
correspond to the $2S/sq.ft. and $ 30/sq.ft, alternative costing of Phase I. 
The County share is seen to be in the neighborhood of $10,000,000. 

Federal Aid 



The current annual contribution of the Federal government to New 
Jersey for County Colleges is $1.3 millions. In calendar 1965, the amount 
received was $2.8 millions but $1.5 millions of this amount represented 
payments through retroactive application of the Federal Higher Education 
Act. Of the $1.3 million to be dispensed in the 1966-1967 fiscal year there 
is little possibility that Essex County will receive any. The reasons are as | 

follows: The allotments are made by the State according to the State Plan 
which prescribes the formulas for allotment. Three closing dates are 
specified for receiving requests for Federal funds. They are July 31, 

Nil' ember 15, and March 15. Essentially, those requests received by the 
first date are first satisfied, those by the second date, next, etc. Those 
not satisfied by the time the funds are all apportioned are carried over to 
the following year. The current situation is that, of the counties applying 
in 1965, all received full grants except Cumberland. It will therefore be 
the first to be cbtisidered in 1966. Moreover, several other counties will 
have their requests in, no doubt, by July 31, 1966 and will be next to be 
considered after Cumberland. There is no possibility that Essex County j 

can submit its request before July 31, 1966, closing date, since the legally j 

prescribed sequence of events (See Fig. 6, page 34) would not permit ap- | 

pointment of trustees before that date, let alone the selection of a presi- 
dent. The second closing date can conceivably be met, if the schedule pre- 
sented in Figure 6 is maintained. However, since the funds will almost 
surely be fully expended by those counties meeting the first closing date, 

Essex County’s request will normally be held over for consideration July 
31, 1967. At that time there is an excellent chance it will be approved. 

The amount of aid available then indicates that Essex would be allotted 
about $500,000. It is necessary to point out, however, that allotted funds 
currently are not being received until a year or more after the date of al- 
lotment. Thus, the earliest time at which Essex County could expect to 
actually have the funds in hand would be July 31, 1968. A copy of the State 
Plan is in the files of the Committee. 

I 

The sole possibility of receiving larger aid from the Federal Govern- j 

ment rests upon there being an increase in appropriations for co’anty college | 

construction. The current politicsi and military situation would seem to \ 

preclude this possibility. *| 
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FIG. I 

SHARING OF THE TOTAL COST OF DEVELOPMENT 
ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
(Proposed Facility for 4000 Full-Time Day Students) 
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State Aid 



The County College legialation of 1962 permita the State to contribute 
50% of the development coet of a County College, eubject, of couree, to 
adequate moniee being aj^ropriated by the Legielature. Current practice 
ie to interpret this ae 50% of the balance after Federal Aid hae been de- 
ducted. The County share shown in Fig. 1 assumes that the 50% of the 
balance would be forthcoming. 

As to the likelihood that the State would default on its share by failing 
to appropriate adequate funds, the Committee regards this possibility to be 
very remote. With the County College movement in New Jersey accelerat- 
ing aS it is, the Committee also believes that public opinion would be over- 
whelming in demanding adequate appropriations if there were any inclination 
on the part of the State to withhold support. 

Coet to the County 

The cost to the County of the 4,000 day-student facility is shown on 
Figure 1 to be about $10,000,000. The cost of a facility to accommodate 

3.000 students or fewer would be commensurately less than that indicated 
in Figure 1. 

In Figure 2 is presented a possible plan for financing the County’s share 
of the full $20,500,000 development program corresponding to the low esti- 
mate for Case II. Two 20-year bond issues are projected, the first 
($6,000,000) in Fall of 1967, to finance Phase I construction; the second 
($4,000,000) in Fall of 1970, to finance Phase II construction. The equalized 
valuations of Elssex County property used to compute the tax rate increases 
assume increments of 0.15 billions per year starting from the recently ad- 
vertised valuation for 1966 of approximately 5.15 billions. This 0.15 billion 
annual increment is just above the current rate of increase. No attempt has 
been made to project the valuation beyond 1971. 

FINANCING OPERATIONAL COSTS 

The manner of estimating the cost of operation of the proposed College 
was to project enrollments and then apply unit operating costs that prevail 
in neighboring institutions. 

Enrollment Projections 

. # 

In Figure 3 is plotted the projected enrollment at an Essex County 
College against school year of operation. Included also are the number of 
students admitted each Fall, assuming that 20% of those admitted the pre- 
vious year left for one reason or another. As shown, the school would 
occupy temporary facilities from September 1967, to Septembei; 1969, at 
which time Pha.se I construction would be complete. Enrollment would con- 
tinue to rise through 1970 and 1971 reaching the capacity number of 3,000. 

By September, 1972, Phase II construction would be completed and open for 
usage, permitting the enrollment to mount toward its ultimate ceiling of 

4.000 students. Note that in the years 1969 to 1971 and 1972 to 1973 the 
school would be operating below its enrollment capacity while phasing into 
ne>yly available facilities, with the consequent “underutilization” of these 
facilities. During these periods per capita operating costs will be inor- 
dinately hi|[h because of the lack of state aid and student tuition equivalent 

to the ..gap in enrollment. This matter is discussed further on following page. 




(Nos. odmittod ossumo 20X attrition of ooch clots at ond of first yoor.) 
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Cost of Operation 

The cost of operation of a County College is borne by the State, County, 
a,nd student in supposedly equal shares, i^t the time of the framing of New 
Jersey’s County College legislation in 1962, it was thought that operating 
costs would come to approximately $600 per year per student. Consequent- 
ly, the State undertook to contribute $200 per year per student or one third 
of* the cost of operation per yea?^ per student, whichever was the lesser. 

The cost of operation has meanwhile doubled to from $1,200 to $1,300 per 
year per student, but the State’s $200 limitation remains. The Governor s 
Commission on Higher Education has recommended lifting the $200 limita- 
tion to $400. The State Association of Freeholders has recommended a 
new limit of $700. At this writing, a bill is proceeding through the legisla- 
ture setting a $600 limitation on the State’s contribution. It appears likely 

to pass. 

In Figure 4, the enrollments drawn from Figure 3, have been recorded 
and converted to annual operating cost to the County at an assumed rate of 
$400 per student through the 1970-71 school year. Thereafter, the r.on- 
version factor employed is $600 per student, which the Gonimittee believes 
must be anticipated eventually due to rising ousts and inflation. 

The column labeled “Underutilization Operating Costs’* (UOC) js 
plained in a note to Figure 4. The amoxmt of these for 1967-68, $ 160,000, 
is due to staffing a full program at a time when only one class is on campus. 
State aid and tuition during that period will be received only for the one 
class enrolled, although administration and staff employed are adequate to 
handle more than one class and must be paid. This situation is unavoidable 
and if similar to “start-up” costs in industry. 

Underutilization Operating Costs are again encountered in the periods 
1969-71 and 1972-73 for the same reasons — a certain ainount of over- 
staffing which is not compensated for by state aid and tuition. 

The Cpunty’s share of tuition and the “UOC” burden are added to yield 
the Total Operating Cost to the County and the per capita cost. Then, 
applying the same equalization valuations given in Figure 2. the millage 
tax rate increase is obtained. 



FINANCIAL IMPACT ON THE COUNTY 



In Figure 5 the tax increase for debt service on the capital investment 
in plant and for operation are summed to obtain the total tax increase over 
the next six or seven years. A final column showing the dollar equivalent 
in taxes on a home valued at $20,000 has been added as an aid in visualizing 
the financial impact on the average Essex County homeowner. 



These amounts must be adjusted, as indicated at the foot of Figure 5. by 
adding 4 mills for each 1,000 Evening Division students enrolled, or about 
$0.80 per year to the tax bill on the $20. 000-valued homo. This latter cor- 
rection factor is derived as follows: . 



Assuming each Evening Division student takes one-half a full- 
time program, 1000 E.D. students=500 Equivalent Full-Time 
students. 500 E.F.T. students at $400 per student per year 
would cost the County $200,000. This amount would be proyided 
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by about a 4 mill tax increase according to Essex County’s current 
valuation. Since many Evening Division students will take less 
than one-half a full program, 4 mills is a conservative figure. 

To the costs already covered must, of course, be added the cost of pro- 
viding temporary quarters if the school is to open before September, 1969. 
This cost will be discussed in the next section. 

FIG. 5 

TOTAL TAX RATE INCREASE FOR DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION 
ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



(For a Facility For 4000 Full-Time Day Students) 



School Year 
Of Operation 


Tax Rate 
Increase For 
Development 
(mills) 


Tax Rate 
Increase For 
Operation 
(mills) 


Total Tax 
Rate 

Increase (i) 
(mills) 


Annual Tax 
Increase On 
Home Valued 
At $20,000 
(dollars) 


1966-1967 


(?) 


5.8 


5.8+ 


$ 1.16+ 


1967-1968 


8.3 


8.3 


16.6 


3.32 


1968-1969 


8.1 


11.0 


19.1 


3.82 


1969-1970 


7.9 


21.4 


29.3 


5.86 


1970-1971 


7.7 


20.8 


28.5 


5.70 


1971-1972 


12.4 


30.5 


42.9 


8.58 


1972-1973 


12.0 


38.8 


50.8 


10.16 


1973- 


11.8 


40.0 


(2) 

51.8 ' 


$ 10.36 



( 1 ) 

Add 4 mills for each 1000 students enrolled in the Evening Division in any one 
year = $.80 per year on the Annual Tax Increase. 

(•’) 

Total Tax Rate Increase would stabilize at about 50 miUs per year until the 
Fall of 1987; drop to 45 mills, the Fall of 1990; thereafter settle at the rate 
required to meet operating costs. 

B. CHOICE OF A SITE 

INTRODUCTORY COMMENT 



The State has recommended a minimum of 45 acres for the site of a County 
College. The Haney Committee, in its report issued June 27, 1964, recomrnended 
that the Essex County College be built on 8 acres at the rear of the Essex 
County Hospital grounds in Belleville, a site that the State later declared to be 
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SITE 


ORDER OP 
PREFPJiENCE 


GEOGRAPHY 






0 


NumL'tr 


Parma n«nt 


Tamporary 

Oiiily 


Location 


Acraaga 

(min.) 


Ganara! 

Location 

Countywisa 


Bui 

Traniportation 


■ 


i'i . 

in 


1 


1 


N. A. 


Wait Oranga 


50 


Cantral 

Exca'lant 


Good, all pointi 
Additional iarvica ‘ 
promiied 


1 


G 

0 

0 


2 


2 


N. A. 


Wsit Oranga 


50 


Cantral 

Good 


Good 


^ ‘ : 

( 


3 


3 


N.A. 


Was{ Oranga 


50 


Cantral 

Good 


Fair 


,j 


D 


4 


4 


N. A. 


Ballavilla 


35 


Eait Cantral 
Fair 


Nwk. Sub. - Bus 
N.W.-Fair 
S.W. - Poor 


I 


n 


5 


5 


N.A. 


Wait Oranga 


47 


Excallant 


Good 4 




D 


6 


6 


N.A. 


Cadar Grova 
Montclair 


50 


Fair 


No iarvica now 
within '/2 mile 


1 


0 

i 


7 


7 


N.A. 


Wait Oranga 


40 


South Cantral 

Fail* 


Limited 




I 

0 


B 


8 


N.A. 


West Oranga 


46 


Cantral 

Good 


Good 


1 


1 


9 


9 


N. A. 


Cantral Nawark 


30 


Eait Cantral 
Fair 


Nwk. - Good 
N. & W. . Good 
S.-Fair 




0 


10 


10 


N.A. 


North Nawark 


35 


Eait Cantral 
Fair 


Nwk. - Subway 
E. - Good 

NW-Fair - SW-Poor 




Q 


II 


II 


3 


Downtown Nawark 


3 


Poor 


Nwk. ■ Good 
E.&S..Fair 
Cantral - Poor 




R 

fl 


12 


N.A. 


1 


Wait Oranga 


5 


Good 


Good 


. 1 

1 


IJ 

n 


13 


N. A. 


2 


Cantral Nawark 


2 


Fair 


Good 
A!io, Rail 


i 1 


u 

n 


14 


N.A. 


4 


Ballavilla 


2 


Poor 


Poor 


er|ci 


1 







TABLE 6. SITE ANALYSIS — ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



ACCESS 


PHYSICAL FEATURES 


AutomobiU 

Tramportation 


Traffic Paftams 


Parking 


Topography 


AdapfabilHy 
(SIfa Praparafion 
Utabla eygt.) 


Room . 

For 

Expantion 


Aatfhafk 

Appaal 


Excallanf 
AN diracfions 


Oppota 
Commufar Flow 


Davalopabla 
Alto tpaca 
naar by 


Suparior 


Good. Homo and 
farm bldgt. 
good condHIoti 


Vary Prombing 


Superior. 

High. 

commanding < 


Good 


Oppota 

Commufar Flow 


Exitftng 

and 

Davalopabla 


Suparior 


Vary good. 
Many utabla 
buildingt 


Soma 


Good 


, Fair 


Oppota 

Commufar Flow 


Davalopabla 


Suparior 


Raquirat 
claaring. 
No bldgt. 


PofanfiaNy graaf 


Good 1 


Nwk. & E. - Good 
N.W.-Fair 
S.W.-Poor 


Avaraga 


Davalopabla 


Laval. 

Fully davalopad 


Many bldgt. 
No tifa prap. 
raguircJ 


Pouibla 


Fair 


Excaileni’ 


Good 


Davalopabla 


Poor 


Avaraga. 
No bldgt. 


Prombing 


1 

Fair 


Fair 


Avoraga 


Davalopabla 


Vary good 


Vary Good. 
Utabla buildingt 


Planfiful 


Vary Good 


Fair 
Poor in 
bad waathar 


Limifad 
accatt, agratt 


Davalopabla 


Low tioping 


Good 

No buildingt 


Pofanfially toma 


Good 


Good 


Congatfad. Dividad 
in fwo by public 
highway 


Poor 


Good 


Vary good. Exitfing 
facilifiat fairly 
adapfabla 


Doubfful 


Fair 


Good 


Poor 
In iina of 
Commufar flow 


Davalopabla 


Laval. 

Pond on tifa 


Soma claaring 
nacattary. 
No buildingt 


Pofanfially toma 


Fair 


Fair 


Avaraga 


Davalopabla 


LavaL 

Pond on tifa 


Claarad. 
No buildingt 


Pofanfially graaf 


Goo<J 


Fair 


Vary Congatfad 


Poor. Pottibilify 
of parking 
giraga 


Laval. 

Fully buiH upon 


Af la/itf 
$2,000,000 
fo ranovafa 


Up fo 

350.000 tq. ff. 
fcfal 


Poor 


Good 


Vary Congatfad 


Almotf 

Nona 


Laval. 

Fully buitf upon 


Raguirat 

complafa 

ranovafion 


Up fo 

435.000 tq. ff. 
fotal 


Nona 


Fair 


Congatfad 


Almotf 

Nona 


Laval. 

Fully builf upon 


5 floort fo 
ranovafe. 
Haavy powar 


Nona 


Poor 


Poor 


Avaraga 


Parking 

fiald 


Laval. 

Fully builf upon 


I’tfory. Expantive 
fo ranovafa 

^ 1 


Pofanfially [ 

ancfhar 
100.000 tq. ff. 


Poor 
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PROCURAIiLITY 


COMMENT 


Owntnhlp 


Rantal 


Sala 




Piriyaft 


No 


Yas. 

Ptiea iii^h 


Town may ba reluctant to relinquish ratable 


P»*lv*f* 

i 


No 


(f) 


Now occupied. But may ba made avaiiabla 


PubRc 


No 


No. 

Land swap 
only 


Park Commission property 


Public 


No 


No 


County property. Would require relocation 
of axistinq facilities 


Priyata 


No 


Yas. 

Ovar 

$1,000,000 


Excellent, except fo« topography. Low 


Priyata 


No 


Ya*. 

About 

$1,000,000 


ExceUenf site, except for poor accessibility 


Public 


No 


No. 

Land swap 
only 


Park Commission property 


Privafa 


No 


Land and 
buildings 
$3,500,000 


Existing facilities, although attracivir for college 
adaptation, hardly justify cost 


Pubii‘<: 


No 


No. 

Land swap 
only 


Park Commission property 


PuUie 


No 


No. 

Land swap 
only 


Park Commission property 


Privata 


Not ail until 
Fan '67 


Possibla 


Choice urban land and properties. Price high 


Priyata 


Yas. 

AH or part 


Yas. 

$950,000 


Vacated industrial plant. Reinforced concrete • 
elevators • toilets - heavy power 


Priyata 


Ya*. 

40^/tq.ft. 


2^^000 


Vacated industrial plant. Reinforced concrete * 
100% sprinklered. Heavy power 


Priyata 


Ya*. 

11.25/tq.ft. 


(?) 


Vacated industrial plant - 100% sprinklered. 
Windowless 
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inadequate. The present investigation has thus far included a preliminary ex- 
amination of fourteen sites, for the purpose not only of recommending an 
optimum location, but also for determining what order of magnitude of cost 
will be encountered for site acquisition. Their suitability as a location for the 
college has been summarized in a rating table. Table 6, and they have been 
given an order of preference based on the degree to which they possess the 
characteristics of a desirable site. A number of questions in the Questionnaire 
for Parents are designed to give guidance in the geographic Choice of site and 
the results will be analyzed for their significance relative to the general loca- 
tion favored by the Committee, 

Classification of Sites 



There are three types of site that must be distinguished one from the other 
insofar as their usage affects the cost of de'^elopment; 

1. Permanent Sites Only . These are sites on which a permanent 
facility could be constructed but which have no existing structures 
on them which could be employed, or adapted, for temporary usage 
until new construction became available. 

2. Temporary Sites Only . These are sites having structures upon 
them in which the school could be housed during a period of a year 
or two while construction was proceeding at a permanent location. 

They would not be suitable as a permanent home for the college. 

3. Temporary-Permanent Sites. These are sites on v/hich the per- 
manent institution could be developed end which already have on 
them buildings which, at a moderate cost, could be adapted for 
use as a temporary facility, or as the nucleus of a temporary 
facility. 

Costwise, the Temporary-Permanent sites are easily the most desirable. 
Acquisition of such a site would make unnecessary •‘•he major renovation for 
temporary use of a separate structure, such as an industrial plant, which would 
cost $1,000,000 to $2,000,000, judging by the experience at other schools. Such 
major renovations would be required by the State authorities if the structure 
were to be used for a period any longer than cne year, according to the State 
Department of Education. What is more, rental of the temporary facility would 
be a further additional cost, amounting to perhaps $100,000 yearly. 

On the other hand, the Committee beliei'es that the State authorities are 
likely to be much more tolerant in their requirement for modification and reno- 
vation of structures on a permanent site when it is clear that work is proceed- 
ing on the ultimate facility. 

Six of the Permanent Sites identified in Table 6 have some usable buildings 
o*' them. Several lack certain other desirable characteristics; the remaining 
group must rate as the most favored of all sites considered. They are likely to 
be, it turns out, the most expensive sites. It must be remembered, however, 
that the money saved in not having to employ a separate temporary facility may 
more than justify the added expense of acquiring and moving into a permanent 
site immediately. 
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Campus -Type veriui Urban Voytical Structure* 

In the thinking of somet Essex County will ultimately have two County 
College locations, one in Newark or close by, and another more centrally loca- 
ted in the County. Conversations with Park Commission personnel have made 
it appear extremely unlikely that propetty of the Commission could be acquired. 
Also, conversations with the Newark Housing Authority make it seem very 
doubtful that urban redevelopment land would be made available. Thus, it is 
likely that any Newark location would have to be a vertical structure. Any 
campu*-type site requiring acreage, would have to be more centrally located 
in the County. It is the unanimous opinion of this Committee that in a very 
short time adequate location^ (35-50 acres) for a campus-type site will no 
longer be obtainable in E^«ex County, except by condemnation. Therefore, if 
a campus-type site is ever to be part of a County College facility, it should be 
acquired now. To put it another way, urban sites will continue to become avail- 
able (e.g., in redevelopment areas), but open acreage is fast disappearing in 
this county; therefore, the site requiring acreage should be procured first. 

As regards the relative cost of developing “horizontal** or “vertical** 
campuses, it has been pointed out that the added cost of a multiple-unit hori- 
zontal facility over a vertical high-rise structure is partly compensated for 
by the necessity in the latter to provide special facilities for moving students 
and supplies up and down, and to provide necessary safety features. 

Finally, it has been the opinion of just about every educator and informed 
individual interviewed on this subject that a campus -type site is to be preferred. 
Various reasons given include 1) room for expansion, 2) better psychological 
climate among faculty and students 3) greater ease of administration. 4) need 
for the urban student to extend his environment. 

SPECIFIC SELECTION CRITERIA 

The Committee deems the main attributes of a favorable site to be the 
following: 

Favorable location relative to the population served. 

Ease of access by public and private transportation (including 
adequate parking). 

Procurability (Including cost) 

Existence of structures for use as temporary quarters during 
construction. 

Some discussion of each of these attributes will be helpful. 

Location In the opinion of the Committee, the location geographically in the 
County is crucial to the success and future of the school. The Committee has 
been guided by the thinking that this is to be a college for all of the County and 
not to serve one section or another. This is in the tradition of the Community 
College elsewhere in the country. It is historically an institution in which the 
educr^tional aspirations of the commiinity can be realized; it provides a meeting 
place of minds devoted to the cultural well-being of the community; it supplies 
a reservoir of talent to the industrial, commercial, and labor markets of the 
County. If the College is instituted and operated to achieve these ends, it will 
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effectively knit together the elements of the Coimty into a “community**, in the 
true sense of the word. 

■ _ 'i. 

'i 

r 

On ^is consideration then alone, and without regard to others that might 
be overriding, the Committee believes that the college should be located as 
close to the geographical center of the County as possible. 

Access 



Being a connumuting school, it goes without saying that maximum ease of 
access from all points of the County is mandatory. In two to three years the 
main artery of local travel through the County will be Route No. 280, the East- 
West Freeway. Over this superhighway it will be customary to cross the 
County in no more than 20 minutes, in fair weather or foul. The Committee 
has contacted the bus company holding the franchise for the intracounty area 
to be served by the Freeway. It has received assrrances that every effort* 
would be made to provide adequate transportation 2 ilong this highway and to 
connections with feeder routes. 

The Committee recommends that the site of the Community College be 
chosen as close to tiie Freeway as possible. This would necessitate only one 
stretch of travel over secondary roads (between the Freeway and the students 
homes) rather than two stretches (to and from the Freeway) or a stretch of 
continuous travel over secondary roads. Furthermore, the very considerable 
amount of traffic generated by the school would be kept off the already clogged 
thoroughfares in urban Essex. 

Still another consideration is to locate the school at such a point that 
school traffic will flow in a direction opposite to that of the connmuter traffic 
flow. This strengthens the recommendation for a central location along the 
Freev/ay, rather than an easterly one. 

Finally, the necessity for providing parking accommodations for several 
thousand cars is directly related to ease of access. Without adequate open 
space, ingress and egress from parking areas would be chaotic. Locating 
parking areas contiguous to the Freeway would alleviate this problem to a 
great extent. The problems presented by a daily influx of several thousand 
additional cars to urban Newark, on the other hand, would be very difficult, 
to say the least. 

Physical Features 

Topography of the site is a factor of major importance. In general, a high 
location is to be preferred to a low one; a level one to a sharply inclined site; 
a site with firm sub=scil conditions to one of a poor composition. Attention 
also should be paid to obtaining a site not requiring too costly preparation 
(grading, blasting, etc.) before construction. 

Closely related to topography is aesthetic appeal. A site is favored that 
stimulates the imagination of students and faculty, one that by virtue of its 
physical features, presents to the passerby an inspiring image of educational 
opportunity in Essex County. Generally speaking, an aesthetically appealing 
site is one that is situet«:d, in a pleasing natural environment, commands an 
unobstructed view, and is open to the air an^ smilight. 
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The Committee urgei that ag part of the selection process the proposed 
site be carefully evaluated bv competent individuala for* its proclivity toward 
; generating optimum traffic patterns, for its possession of desirable topographic 
features* and for its aesthetic appeal. 

Procurability 

This attribute is a sine qua non. No matter how desirable a site is. it must 
be acquirable at a price within the County*s ability to pay. The County College* 
legislation does provide for the exercise of the right of eminent domain. It 
would still, however, be incumbent upon the County to demonstrate the need for 
condemnation, if legal action were brought to block condemnation proceedings. 

Sites also divide themselves into those privately owned and those publicly 
owned. The latter variety existing in the County are mostly either County- 
owned or Park Commission property. As has been stated earlier, there is 
virtually no prospect of the Park Comir 'ssion’s relinquishing hand for a college. 
It has never reduced its holdings, to this Committee’s knowledge, except by 
land swap and that, in only two instances, apparently. Some possibility exists 
of enlisting the resources of the Park Comrr ission in acquiring additional land, 
some of whirh might thereupon be leased to the County for a college site. 
Particularly attractive to the Commission might be the acquisition of land on- 
tiguous to property it now holds, especially if tiie Commission felt that addi- 
tional park land or unique park facilities were needed to serve the surrounding 
area or the Count}/. 

County-owned land suitable for a college site is very scarce. Where it 
exists, in order to acquire sufficient acreage, county facilities now occupying 
such land would have to be relocated. One such site is the one originally pro- 
posed by the Haney Committee--The County Hospital site in Belleville. The 
Committee will be pleased to present its views to the Freeholders with refer- 
ence to employing this site, if requested. 

The private sites divide themselves in several ways: Urban vs. Suburban 
Sites; Rental vs. Purchaseable Sites; Temporary vs. Permanent Sites; Imme- 
diately Available Sites vs. Those Available in the Future. 



As stated in the Introduction to this section, a site is favored that is suit- 
able also for temporary use and procurable in time to make the necessary 
renovations. The savings effected in acquiring such a site, it is reiterated, 
may be as much as $2,000,000. 



In discussing the acquisition of a site from a private owner, the County 
should not fail to call attention to the tax advantages to the donor of land to an 
educational institution. Nor should the possibility be overlooked of offering as 
an inducement to sale the memorialization of the owner or his antecedents in 
the naming of laboratory buildings, auditoriums, or even the campus itself. 

The Committee recommends the early appointment of a Site Selection 
Committee of the Freeholders empowered to negotiate for particular properties, 

THE FAVORED LOCATION 



The Committee believes that the location in the County that most clearly 
provides a site with the attributes sought is the area in the pr-">ximitv of the 
East-West Freeway in the municipality of West Orange. It recommends that 
a Freeholder Site Selection Committee be directed to investigate the feasibility 
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ot acquirinB up to 50 acres m this area a nd to ascertain the price of the same. 

It farmer reconunends the prospect of acquiring~a~eite in this location 

pyovc* the C^otmty fcngineer/^e County Claiming Officer, and eT 

qualified school architect be appointed to assess in detail the suitability of the 
available land as a location for the Essex County Community (C ollege. 

OTHER SITES 

In Table 6, SITE ANALYSIS- ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE, 
will be found a summary of sites considered but not investigated in detail. The 
favored site is listed as No. 1. The Committee, at the pleasure of the Free- 
holders, will be ready to discuss whatever information it has on any of these 
sites. It is felt, however, that a Freeholders Site Selection Committee, as 
recommended, is needed to pursue further site investigations. 

COMMENT 

It has come to the notice of the Committee that the prospect of a non- 
taxable County College in its midst would be viewed with alarm by some munic- 
ipalities because of the loss of ratable property. The Committee feels it should 
point out several offsetting factors. The first of these is the business brought 
into the Community by the daily influx of several thousand college students. 
Second is the benefit to be derived from the sale of homes to many of the hun- 
dred or more new faculty members and administrators who will likely wish to 
locate and trade in the municipality. Third is the distinction attached to the 
municipality from being the seat of the County College and the hub of its many 
activities, particularly those that link the college with the business and com- 
mercial world of the County. It is the belief of this Committee that, over a 
period of years, the municipality that is fortunate enough to become the home 
of the County College will not merely learn to tolerate it, bat will become in- 
creasingly jealous of guarding its prerogatives as “the County College town.“ 

TEMPORARY FACILITIES 



As has been stated earlier, temporary facilities at a location other than 
the permanent site should be acquired only if the permanent site includes no 
renovatable structures, or if it cannot be taken possession of in sufficient time 
to prepare for the scheduled opening date. Assuming the latter circumstances 
describe the situation, where can such temporary facilities be found? 

Separate Temporary Facilities 

The Committee has located four possible sites with structures situated on 
them that could conceivably be leased and renovated for use as temporary 
quarters for the college. One of these. Site 11 in Table 6, is located in down- 
town Newark and involves two adjoining structures, one said to be available for 
lease almost immediately, the other available in whole or in part, within 
eighteen months to two years, when most of the present tenants are scheduled 
to move to a new building under construction. The first structure comprises 
about 35,000 sq.ft, of floor area on thirteen floors, the second about 300,000 
sq.ft, on eight floors. Since 100,000 sq.ft, is, in the Committee’s judgment, 
the minimum area required for the 700 students who would be enrolled in Fall 
of 1967 (Figure 3, page 21 ), and since, in the second year of operation, the en- 
rollment may double, the first structure mentioned is clearly inadequate. At 
least 65,000 square feet in the second structure would be needed in addition the 
first year, and another 100,000 square feet the next year (1968-69). The avail- 
ability of space in the second structure when it is needed obviously presents 



a problem. However, if the necesiary space could be found in these buildings, 
it is the belief of the Committee that, with suitable renovation, they could be 
made to serve as a temporary home for the school. A very serious problem 
of parking .^ould be created, of course, which would require solution. Public 
transportation by bus from points in and close to Newark would be good, but 
from most outlying points in the County, so poor as to discourage many who 
might otherwise enroll. The cost of leasing either of these structures is not 
known and Should be ascertained by the Freeholders Site Comnuttee through 
the owners or a broker. 

Site No. 13., also in Newark, is a vacated industrial plant, close to the 
Ampere Station of the Lackawanna Railroad. No parking to speak of is available 
except on neighboring streets. The 100,000 square feet on five floors could be 
leased at about 40^/sq.ft. The floor area is said to be open, and temporary 
partitions could be created at a modaiate price. No more than the 700 first- 
year students could be accommodated. 

Site "To. 12, in West Orange, also a vacated industrial plant, offers 450,000 
sq. ft., much more than needed for the temporary facility. Location countywise 
is good and there is reasonably good bus service which could be augmented. 
Parking is again a problem. According to a broker, the building could be leased 
in part, or purchased for $950,000. 

The fourth site. No. 14, is on the extreme edge of Essex County in Bellevme. 
Access to it from most points in the County would be extremely poor. The build- 
ing is windowless. Rental is high, $ 1.25/sq.ft. About all that would recommend 
it is the presence of a parking field. 

Temporary Facilities at the Permanent Site 

There are several small buildings standing on the sites in the area of the 
favored location and further space might be acquired in buildings nearby. The 
cost of preparing these and additional structures for temporary usage will be 
appreciable (possibly $500,000, which is about what it is costing Middlesex 
County College to renovate nine old buildings.) However, renovated structures 
standing on a permanent site can continue to be used, unlike those at a separate 
temporary facility. Moreover, the degree of renovation acceptable to the State 
may be less than that at a separate facility, since permanent construction would 
very soon be under way. Parking could also probably be arranged nearby. 

Site No. 2. is presently occupied and encompasses structures now used for 
instructional purposes that with alm.ost no modification could be used to house 
the County College. It is not as favorably situated as other sites in the favored 
location and there is grave doubt as to whether the present owner would consider 
relinquishment of the property. 

Site No. 4. also has a full complement of buildings which could serve as 
temporary quarters during a construction and renovation period. This site 
could only be considered, however, if the County chose to relocate long existing 
facilities now occupying it. The use of this site as both the temporary and per- 
manent location of the College would represent a major and long-term decision 
on the part of the Freeholders. It is extremely doubtful such a decision could 
be reached and implemented in time for college operations to begin by Fall, 19o7. 
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Cost of a 



For ^purposes Of rough estimation the cost formulas in Table 7 permit 
computation the cost ci* temporary facilities, based upon experience at other 
schoals. About 130 sq.ft, per student should be assumed. 



TABLE 7 

APPROXIMATE COST OF A TEMPORARY FACILITY 
TO HOUSE THE ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



At a Permanent Site 

R ovation of Existing Structures 



Temporary Construction 
Rental (nearby space) 



$5 to $ 10 per sq.ft, 
of floor area, depending on 
condition & design of buildings 

$15 to $20 pe sq.ft. 

$.75 to $1.25 per sq.ft, per year 



At a Temporary Site 

Renovation of Existing Structures 
Rental 



$15 to $1.25 

$15 to $20 per sq.ft. 

$.75 to $1.25 per sq.ft, per year 



Example: To provide 100,000 sq.ft, (for 700 students) at a permanent location 
i.aving 30,000 sq.ft, now in renovatable structures: 



Renovate 30,000 sq.ft. (§ $8/sq,ft. . $240,000 

Construct 20,000 sq.ft. @ $ 15/sq.ft. 300,000 

2-year Rental 50,090 sq.ft. @ $l/sq.ft. per year 100,000 

Total $640,000 



Note. The renovated buildings and new construction on a permanent site 
would be usable through Phase I as temporary Phase II structures. 
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C. THE DEVELOPMENT TIMETABLE 

The sequence of steps in establishing a County College is carefully pre- 
scribed by law. The applicable legislation will be found in Chapter 41 of 
the Laws of 1962 of the State of New Jersey, Assembly Bill 17, Article 2a, 
County Colleges. This legislation, in effect, governs the rate of develop- 
ment and controls the time within which the College can be put “on stream** 
from the time of its conception. F or example, it would be impossible, as 
the law is written, to open the doors of an Essex County College to students 
before the Tall of 1967. Indeed, very close timing is required to achieve 
that date. In Figure 6, MILESTONES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF TW^ 
ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE, the major steps toward realiza- 
ation of the school have been charted. The ensuing discussion will refer to 
this figure. 



Five separate divisions of Figure 6 have been made horizontally to show 
the responsibilities of the five bodies that must take action as time proceeds. 

These Cost F act-Finding Co”imittee. now reportinc; the Freeholders 

to whom this report is addressed; the Trustees, whose appointment vrould ‘ 

follow a decision on the part of the Freeholders to move forward, assuming 
no referendum is called for; the President, whom the Trustees would ap- 
point and who would assemble his staff; tKg Board of Estimate, which cer- 
tifies the school budget to the Freeholders. 



The time line has been extended from the present to the Spring of 1968 
when work must be well started at the permanent site. 

^ The Milestone Chart is almost self-explanatory. Careful examination 
of it will reveal the necessity for precise timing of interlocking and inter- 
dependent actions. A brief discussion will serve to point out the critical 
features. 



Cost Fact-F-nding Committee. As indicated, the current Interim Report 
will be followed by e later report in April which will adjust the findings to 
conform with the requirements reflected by the Questionnaire to Parents. 

The Freeholders. Assuming the Freeholders accept and approve both 
Fact-Finding Committee reports, their next arcion would be to prepare 
and publish a resolution that an Essex County College be established. Not 
sooner than 10 days thereafter, a public hearing must be called to advise 
the public of The Board’s plans. Immedir.tely thereafter, the Freeholders 
would normally give final passage to the resolution that there be a college, 
said resolution having to be filed and published in the county press within 
5 days. The 45 days ensuing are designated as a petition period. During 
this time a petition for public refer eudum on whether or not to establish a 
County College may be submitted. It must satisfy certain conditions: (1) 

It must carry the signatures of 5% or 10,000 of the registered voters of the 
County, whichever is smaller; or, (2) It may be submitted by a group of 
municipalities of the County which comprise 15% or more of the County’s 
population. If a petition satisfying either of these conditions is submitted 
within the 45-day period, the Freeholders are obliged to hold a public refer- 
endum. This could probably not be arranged, except by special election, 
before November and, if required, would postpone further action on the Col- 
lege by at least one year, if not more. A referendum may also be called for 
by the Board of Freeholders itself. 
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During .ne waiting period for petition, progress can be made in the 
search for and selection of a Board of Trustees. The eight members of the 
nine-man Board to be selected (The County Superintendent of Schools is 
automatically a Trustee) can be appointed during the waiting period, or im- 
mediately following it, assuming no referendum is called for. 

Trustees . While the selection of trustees is in progress, it is suggested 
that the County Superintendent, as Trustee, initiate the search for a Presi- 
dent. Hopefully, applications for this office would be ready for review by 
the newly-appointed Trustees. Interviews could be scheduled to follow 
appointment of the Board of Trustees and a decision should be reached 
prior to the start of the 1966 school year. If an offer to a potential Presi- 
dent were delayed beyond September 1, I966 he would probably be commit- 
ted by -:ontract to his current post. 

President. The last four months of 1966 would be busy ones indeed for the 
Trustees and the newly chosen President. The application for Federal funds 
is a first order of business (before November 15th, to meet the second 
closing date under the State Plan); work at a temporary site, if there is to 
be one, must go forward in order to be ready for opening September, 1967; 
a start must be made on assembling key staff members so that they, in turn, 
can aid in the recruitment of faculty and formulation of the program to be 
offered; budgets must be prepared and a myriad of other administrative 
chores U. t*t ended to. 

Twelve months have been allotted to the preparation of plans for the 
pern.anent buildings, starting with the appointment of an architect by 
December 1st of this year (1966) and continuing to December 1st of 1967. 
Construciion may begin after favorable review of these plans by the State, 
a proced-ue usually requiring one month. With work at the permanent site 
starting March 1, 1968, there is a reasonable chance that by September of 
1969 , i.e., within 18 months, the school could be operating at its permanent 
home. 

Although the projection of a time-table like the foregoing may seem to 
lie outside the province of a Cost Fact-Finding Committee, this is only 
partially true. The interest of this Committee in scheduling arises from 
the fact that postponement would result in a very appreciable increase in 
the cost of the College. In other words, if the school is to be established, 
the Committee is obliged to point out that, from a cost view^point, it is a 
case of “the sooner, the cheaper”. The Milestone Chart is presented, there- 
fore, only to emphasize this point, and the Committee realizes that the 
Trustees and President will wish to formulate a much more detailed time- 
table. 

D. THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO PARENTS 

In Appendix D will be found a reproduction of the Questionnaire to 
Parents which has been circulated through all of the public and parochial 
schools of the County. The distribution has been to a random sample of 
one out of every four parents of eleventh graders of these schools. The 
eleventh-grade group was chosen since it may be the first class to be of- 
fered admission to the County College. 
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Purpose of the Quettionn^iire 



Although previous questionnaires had been employed to test sentiment 
for a Countv College, The Committee felt a new one was desirable for four 
reasons: l) Earlier questionnaires had been rather rudimentary in con- 

struction, including a limited number of questions, none of which touched 
on such matters as cost, site, commuting distance, etc. 2) Previous 
questionnaires had sampled only the student and not the parent, who also 
plays a major role in the college decision. 3) Over tv;o years had elapsed 
since the last questionnaire had been circulated. 4) The Committee’s 
findings had to rest upon a solid data base which would have to include an 
expression of the needs and desires of those who would be served by the 
College. 



Structure and Analysis of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire has been set up as a stratified sample, employing 
three separate stratifications: i) Location of school by region. 2) Student 

achievement. 3) Socio-economic level. Three regional levels of the County 
are identified and given on Table 8 below. 

TABLE 8 

REGIONAL LEVELS OF STRATIFICATION 
(Location of schools by Region) 
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. region-school code imprinted at the head of page 3 of the question- 
naire permits a tally of the sub-tott^ls, by region and school, of parents 
answering any question in a given way It also permits determining what 
percentage these regional or school subtotals are of all those parents re- 
ceiving and answering the questionnaire, o'- of all those answering some 
other question in a given way, etc. 



Question 2 permits similar calculations by focr levels of student 
achievement- excellent, good, average, or beiow average. Question 3 allows 
the analysis to be extended by distinguishing between responses on the basis 
of any of five levels of education that the parent may have received- educa- 
tion being used as the indicator of socio-economic level. The sub-totals 
and percentages can then be scaled upward from the sample size to the total 
eleventh-grade enrollment, to the enrollment of ary other grade, or -a the 
population of any county school district or region. For example! it will be 
possible to say what percentage of eleventh grade parents in East Orange 
High Schooi. (R egion/ School Code 31) who presently plan to send tl >ir child 
to a four-year college costing not more than $1000 per year (Question 5 
Answer (D) would urge their child to attend Essex County Community Colleee 
for the main reason that it would be cheaper (Question 7, Answer (2) ) 



A rather thorough analysis yielding answers like the above is planned 
The questionnaire answers will be key-punched on cards and the various * 
sub-totals and percentages will be tabtilated by an electronic computer. The 
lesults >vill be presented in the Committee's i^-*xt report. 



• Committee wishes to take this cppor cunity to publicly thank all those 

in the public and parochial s^ehojols jyho have cooperated in processing this 
this questionnaire; also, v e wish to thaiik the Essex County Parent Teachers 
Council and the Office of the County Superintendent of Schools tor their aid 

and assistance which have been indispensable to the success of this question- 
naire project. ^ 



^ tnore complete discussion of the questionnaire and the response to it 
wilx be included in the Committee’s final report. Also, the impact of the 
questionnaire on the outlines of the Essex County Community College pro- 
jectea earlier in this report will be fully discussed in that document. 



IV. APPENDICES 



APPENDIX A 



DERIVATION OF CLASSROOM AND LABORATORY 

SPACE REQUIRED FOR A COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

The space required for 1000 students is derived. It Ls assumed thev are en- 
rolled in thr^ separate types of program: Liberal Arts (A), Science (S), and 
Technology (T) and require three types of space: Classroom (CL), Science 
(SL) Laboratory; Technological Laboratory (TL) The number of hours each 

program group is assigned to a given type of space is typical of that indicated 
in Community College catalogs. 

Three cases are considered according to the weight of technological pro- 

ones, the former requiring more space. 

All three distributions are included in the first table. The remaining tabular 
values are derived by application of successive factors as indicated. The 
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factors are drawn, for the most part, frorA piihlications of the Educational 
FapUities Laboratory, New York City, a F’ockefelier Foundation- sponsored 
research organization in school facilities. 
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appendix B 



BREAKDOWN OF LIBRARY SPACE 



• bel^ are derived from recommendations for library space found 

m G^e Fo^ Pl_anpmfi Community Col l eRe Facilities. Frank P. Merlo and W. Donald 
Walhng. Rutgers University/ 1964. 



60000 Vols at 15 vol. /sq.ft. 

25% of 3000 readers (5 25 sq.ft./reader 

Stacks 

Work Space 

Office and Conference Rooms 
Audio/Vistiial/Telecom Space 



4000 sq. ft. 
18750 '* 

2000 

2000 *' 

2000 
4000 “ 



32750 “ “ 



APPENDIX C 

UNIT SPACE REQUIREMENTS AND UNIT COSTS FOR COLLEGE CONSTRUCTION 

(These follow as Figures C-I, C-2, C-3, and C-4) 
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APPENDIX D 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO PARENTS 

FiKEEHOLOEItS COST FACT-flNDINC COMMITTEE 

FOiTHE 

ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



C MALCOLM DAVIS 

CHAIKMAN 

MRS. REYNOt D E. BURCH 
FRED LANDOLPHf 
HARRY LATIMER 
ALFRED C. LINKLETTER 



ROBERT H. SPOHN 

CONSULTANT 



A Message 



Dear Porent, 

Your Essex County Board of Freeholders through its Cost Fact-Finding Committee, is 
collecting the Information it needs for guidance in estoblishii^g the kind of Community College 
which will best serve the needs of Essex County, Several studies olreody have been made 
recommending the establishme»it of such a school. The present committee is now seeking help 
frorh you, the parents of potential Community College students, in order to obtain an estimate of 
enrollments when the college opens. These estimates will aid the Freeholders in determining how 
large a college is needed, where In Essex County it should be locoted, what courses it should 
offer, what it will cost to construct and operate, how much tuition must be charged, etc. 



ESSEX COUNTY PLANNING DEPT. 
520 BELLEVILLE AVENUE, BLDGI #3 
BELLEVILLE, N. J. 071CT 
Phon* 751-4350 



Each parent receiving this questionnaire, therefore, is asked to read carefully the next page 
describing briefly the distinguishing features of a community college and. then, to answer 
thoughtfully the questions which follow. 

It is not necessary to sign your name to the questionnaire. 

Thank you, 

C. Molcolm Davis, Chairman 
Mrs. Reynold E. Burch 
Fred Londolphi 
Harry Latimer 
Alfred C. Linkletter 



Robert H. Spohn, Consultant 
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What Is A Community College Like? 

The Community College h a relatively new f^'pe of tw6-yecr college thot is just now making 
its appearonce tn mony sections of the country. It stands between the high school and the 
university. It places emphasis on education throughout life and reflects changing patterns In 
the world's vyay of doing things wh'ch hove erected new needs for higher education. 

Essex County Community College when established v/iil be one of many soon to open in 
New Jersey, It will be a college to serve Essex County youth and adults and Essex County labor, 
business, and industry. It will perform tliis service by enrolling Essex County high school gradu- 
ates in preference to those of any other area; by guiding and counseling them through two years 
of higher education; and by preparing them for core«. ' positions or for transfer into higher 
Institutions where they can acquire even more advonced educotion. At the same time, it will 
offer adults the opportunity to improve their education at their own pace and perhaps qualify 
themselves for new and better jobs. 

The college will be able to provide higher education at minimum ^cost to you for two 
reasons: 



0) Most of the operating cost will be borne by the State and County. 

(2) The student will live at home and commute to school, thus saving the cost of meals 
* and dormitory incurred at most other colleges. To focllitate commuting, an effort will 

be made to locate the college within easy access of main highways ond public trans- 
portation. 

Programs offered will be of two typ)es: terminal and transfer. 

Terminol Programs will give the graduate on Associate's degree after two years of satisfoctory 
wCi'k. He will be able to specialize in such fields as Electrical Technology, Computer 
Programming, Secretarial Science, Accounting, Medical Laboratory Technology, Morketing and 
Advertising, etc. The indust. les and businesses of Essex County will cooperate in planning 
these programs and will be anxious to hire competent graduates . . . 

Tronsfer Programs will qualify those students who have satisfactorily completed the two->^ar 
course for entrance into the third year of a four-year institution, in most coses without entrance 
examination. They will include such fields as Pje-Engineering, Liberal Arts, Business, Pure and 
Applied Sciences. 

A wide voriety of speciol programs in the broad area of adult education will also be offered. 

The Community College is a true college. Students will be required to take a balanced 
program in art appreciation, science, and social studies in addition to the courses in their 
specialty, and high standards will be maintained. Faculty and staff will be the best that can be 
assembled. A full program of student octivities will be fostered. 



A PTA worker or other volunteer helper will assist you in completing this questionnaire, 
if you wish. To get help, call 

Mr. 

Mrs. at 



Thank you for giving us your cooperation in carrying out this survey. 



:• 






Region/Schoo! Code (Please disregard. For Comnrilttee use ohiy.) 
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Essex County Community College Questionnciire For Parents 

Directions: Before you start to artswer the questions belosv, be sure you have read the description 
on the opposite page of the propKJsed Essex County Community College. When you are ready to 
prbcted, read each question carefully, decide on your answer, thers pioce the number representing 
your answer in the answer space provided in. the right column. All answers will be numbers. If 
you feel unable to answer a given question, or if a gis'en question docs not opply to you, simply 
leave the answer space for it blank. It will be helpful to refer to the description of the Community 
College on the opposite poge from time to time while deciding on your answer. 



I. Is your eleventh-grdder a boy or a girl? 
(1) Boy (2) Girl 



2. Ah.jut what is you • child's average mark or performance in oil of his^ 
courses or work sinc*^ he* began high school? 

(1) A or excellent (2) Bor good (3) Cor average 

(4) D or below overage 



1. (. 



2 . L 



3. Whot schooling have you, the parent or guardian who is completing this 
questionnaire, had? (Highest level) 

(1) No schooling (4) Graduote of a high school 

(2) Grade school education (5) Two years or mo.’'e of college 

(3) Some high school work 



3. (.. 



J 



4. I do not plon to send my child to college becouse (Do not answer if you 
do plan to send him.) 

0) His marks ore too low (5) He is entering military service 

(2) He plans to work (6) He is continuing his educu. -n or 

(3) He is being morried 

/d\ Lj j .... (^) We canno*^ offord to send him 

(4) He doesn t want to go 



4. t 



5. I plan to send my child to a 4-yeor college costing not more than 
(Leave blank If you hove no such plan.) 

(1) $1000 per year (3) $3000 per year 

(2) $2000 per year (4) $3500 per year 5. ( ) 



6. I would consider sending my child to the Essex County Community' 
College if the total cost to our family were (Sup)ply the number correspond- 
ing to the highest amount you would be able to pay.) 



(1) About $1000 per year 

(2) Between $500 and $1000 
per ycor 



(3) Between $200 and $500 
per yeor 

(4) About $200 per year 



6 . ( ) 



*Throughout the questionnoire, "his" means either his or her; "he" means either he or she; 
"him" means either him or her. 
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7 8. I woufd urg« my child to ottend the Essex County Community \lol lege 
because (If possible, select both a moin reason and a next nx>st 
important reason, ) 

(1) I like the idea of having him live at home while at school. 

(2) It would be cheaper thon to send him to onother .school. 

(3) Ke would be interested In taking one of the two-year career-type 
programs. 

(4) As an Essex County resident, or being of overage ability, he would 
be more 5?*^ely to hove his applicotion occeptedl than of onother 
school. 

(5) He could vronsfer to another school for his lost two years, having 
saved money the first two yeors by attending the Community College. 

(6) He would hove a good chance of gett ing a job, especioily in Essex 
• County. 

9. If my child ottended Essex County Community College, he probably 
v/ouid commute to it by 

(1) Automobile ' (2) Publ.:: tronsportotipn 

(his own or In a cor pool) (bus <t other) 

10. The greotest commuting distance ! would regord os reasonable would be 

(1) A few blocks (3) 5 miles 

(2) 2 miles ^ (4) 10 miles 

11. I would send my child to “Essex Couity Community College only if the 
college had (If not important to you, do not answer.) 

(1) An intramural athletic program (within the school only). 

(2) A full program of intramura! and intercollegiate othletic competition 
(contests with other schools). 

12. If my child were to attend Essex County Community College, ♦he one 
program he would be most likely to enroll in would be (Don't hesitate 
to discuss, before answering, with your son or daughter.) 

Transfer Type (Requiring an additicnol two yeors at onother college 
for the Bachelor s degree.) 

(1) Liberol Arts (languages, history, 
mathemotics, etc.) 

(2) Business 

(3) Pre-Engineering 

(4) Natural Sciences (biology, pre- 
medical, etc.) 

Coreer Type (Terminating with on As'Sociatc degree in two years) 

(10) Liberal Arts (18) Chemical Technology 

(11) Accounting d9) Medicol Technology 

(12) Marketing ond Advertising (20) Phurmoceuticcl Technology 

(13) Secretarial Science 

(14) Nursing 

(15) Social Welfore Work 

(16) Electricol Technology 

(17) Mer.honicol Technology 

13. I, myself, would consider enrolling in the Adult Education or Evening 
Division at the Community College to take work in (Choose a number 
from those given in Question 12, obove.) 

14. Do you fovor the establishment of on Essex County Community College, 
whether or not your son cr daughter would ottend it? 

(1) Yes (2) No 



(5) Sociol Sciences (sociology, 
economics) 

(6) Chemistry 

(7) Physics 



(21) Computer Technology 

(22) Communications Tcchrwlogy 

(23) Hotel Technology 

(24) Drafting and Design 

(25) Banking ond Insurance 
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APPENDIX E 



ACTIVITIES OF THE COMMITTEE 
Conference and Visits 



Nov. 1, 1965 


Meeting of the Committee, Fidelity Union Trust Co., Newark. 


Nov. 8, 1965 


Conference with Dr. Harold Hoffman, Supe intendent of 
Schools, Livingston. 


Nov. 10, 1965 


Visit to Bronx Community College to confer with Dr. Sidney 
Silverman, President, and Professor Paul Rosenfeld. 


Nov. 10, 1965 


Visit to Queensborough Community College to confer with 
Dr, John C. Lackas, Dean of Administration. 


Nov. 10, 1965 


Attendance at Forum on the Community College of the Associated 
Community Councils of Newark, at the Newark Public Library. 


Nov. 11, 1965 


Conference with Julius C. Bernstein:,- Principal, Livingston 
High School. 


Nov. 12, 1965 


Visit to Brooklyn Community College "o confer with Professor 
Alfred M. Mascolo, Assistant Dean of Administration. 


Nov. 16 , 1955 


Conference with Miss Olive Brady, Guidance Counselor, 
Livingston High School. 



Nov. 18, 1965 Meeting of the Committee, Fidelity Union Tru«t Co., Newark. 
Nov. 21-22, 1965 Attendance at Conference on The Community College in Higher 



Nov. 24, ld65 


Education, at Lehigh University. Conversations with many 
administrators, trustees, and educators. 

Conference with Dr. William S. Twichell, Superintendent of 
^chools, Essex County. 


Nov. 24, 1965 


Visit to Union Junior College to confer with Dr. Kenneth C. McKay 
and Dr. Kenneth W. Iversen, Dean of Administration. 


Nov. 29, 1965 


Visit to Newark College of Engineering to confer with William 
Hazell, Dean and Vice President. 


Nov. 29 , 1965 


Visit to Essex County Public V/orks Building. Conference with 
Frank M. Cummins, Assistant County Engineer and staff. 
Inspection tour of sites. 


Nov. 30, 1965 


Visit to Rutgers University to confer with Mr. Lowell Doak, 
Controller. 


Dec. 2, 1965 


Conference with Dr. Frank B. Stover, Supei 'ntendent of Schools, 
Bloomfield. 


Dec. 6, 1965 


Meeting of the Committee, Fidelity Union Trust Co., Newark. 
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Dec. 7, 1965 
Dec. 7, I 96 S 

,. . 1 

Deo. 14, 1965 

Dec. 15, 1965 

Dec. 21, 1965 

Dec. 22, 1965 

Dec. 27, 1965 

Dec. 29 , 1965 . 

Dec. 30, 1965 

Jan. 4, 1966 
Jan. 6, 1966 

Jan. 10, 1966 
Jan. 11, 1966 

Jan. 12, 1966 

Jan. 28, 1966 
Feb. 1, 1966 

Feb. 2, 1966 
Feb. 4, 1966 



Tour of Newark sitei. 

Conference with Dr. Robert Seitzer, Superintendent of Schools 
and Dr. deorge Hayward, Assistant Superintendent of Schools, 
East Orange. 

Conference with Reverend Monsignor Joseph P. Tuite, PhD., 
Superintendent of Schools, Archdiocese of Newark. 

Conference with Dr. David E. Weingast, Assistant Superintendent 
Schools, Newark. 

Conference with Dr. Donald Carnpbell, Director of Research, 
Newark Board of Education. 

Conference with Dr. William S. Twichell, Superintendent of 
Schools, Essex jCounty. 

Conference with Mr. Louis Danzig, Executive Director, Newaik 
Housing Authority. 

Conference with Dr. George W. Morgenroth, Director, Essex 
County Vocational and Technical Schools. 

Visit to Isotopes, InC., Westwood, N. J., to confer with 
H. A. Seebald, on data processing services. 

Meeting with the Essex County Parent Teachers Council. 

Tour of Essex County Vocational Schools with Dr. George W. 
Morgenroth, Director. 

Meeting of the Committee, Fidelity Union Trust Co., Newark. 

Meeting with the District Chairmen of the County Parent Teacher 
organizations, Bambergers, Newark. 

Visit to Middlesex Community College to confer with Dr. Frank 
Chambers, President, 

Briefing of PTA questionnaire workers, Bambergers, Newark. 

Conference with Mr. James Taylor, Secretary to the Essex 
County Park Commission, Newark. 

Visit to Trenton, to confer with Dr. Cleve Westby, Chief of the 
Building Division and Dr. Edward J. Eambach, Director of 
Finance Planning, State Department of Education. 

Meeting of the Committee, Fidelity Union Trust Co., Newark. 
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G or r ea pondenc e 



Correspondence with the following individuals and agencies is In the files of 
the CoftiTnittee. 

D. Giant Morrison, Specialist, Community and Jimior Colleges, College Program 
Support Branch, U. S. Dept, of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Edward J. Bambach, Director,. Finance Planning on Higher Education, State 
Department of Education, Trenton, N. J. 

F. Taylor Jones, Executive Secretary, Commission on Institutions of Higher 
Education, Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, New 
New York City. 

Andrew S. Moreland, President, Ocean County College, Toms River, N. J. 

Leslie Blau Company, Realtors, Newark, N. J. 

^ 

Vlountain Coaches, Inc., East Orange, N. J. 

Elite Plumbing Supply Corp. of New Jersey, South Amboy, N. J. 

Camden Lime Go., Camden, N.‘. J. * * 

Mrs. Anthony G. Dower, West Orange, N. J. 

I 

Mr. Wilfred Saint, Jr., Bloomsburg State College, Bloornsburg, Pa. 

Marsh & McLennan of New Jersey, Inc., Westfield, N. J. 

Isotopes, Inc., Westwood, N, J. 

Dr. Clarence N. Weems, Nutley, N. J. 

F. H. Taylor Co., Realtors, East Orange, N. J. 

J. I. Kislak, Inc., Realtors, Newark, N. J. 

APPENDIX F 
FINANCIAL STATEMENT 



Total Amount Budgeted: 

Expended or Committed to 3/1/66 

Balance 



$ 10080.00 
7123.80 



$ 2956.20 



Note: Above figures do not include furniture and typewriter which were supplied 

O by Countv but which were not a part of planned expenditures. 
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PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

This is the Final Report of the Cost' Fact-Finding Committee, appointed 
August 26, 1965. by resolution of the Board of Chosen Freeholders of Essex 
County, to obtain all necessary data relative to the cost of establishing an 
Essex County College. The reader should also refer to the earlier Interim 
Of Th e Coun^College Cost Fact-Finding Committee of the ^re x 

of Fre eholders , April K 1966, to which this report is a sequel. 

In the Interim Report (so referred to hereafter) it was stated that a 
Community College to serve Essex County should be designed to accommodate 
4000 students by 1972 and should be constructed in two phases at a total cost 
of approximately $ 20 , 000 , 000 . The basis for the estimates of enrollment and 
size were forecasts made by earlier investigators (County Study Commission 
Report of June, 1964 ; Report of The New Jersey State Cominissioner of 
Education, February, 1965 ), opinions of educators, and the experience of other 
communities of equivalent population. Also, the cost was made contingent 
upon the ultimate distribution of the student body among high-cost technological 
programs and lower-cost academic programs. It was pointed out that the 
Committee was securing firmer data, by means of a Questionnaire to Parents, 
on which to base size and cost estimates. The principal purpose of this re- 
port is to summarize the questionnaire returns, now received and fully 
analyzed, and to point out any adjustments that should be made in the Interim 
Report propo sals in the light of this analysis. 

A second purpose is to discuss several topics not overed fully in the 
Interim Report, such as the need for additional County College legislation- 
other sources of enrollment, including returning GI’s; foundations as sources 
of revenue; etc. 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Stratification 



In Appendix A will be found a reproduction of the Questionnaire to Parents. 
The content, phrasing, and order of questions were carefully chosen to elicit 
the maximum arnount of information. Three levels of stratification were 
established- regional, student achievement and socio-economic (indicated by 
the level of the parent’s schooling). The parent was assigned to the proper 
level of the latter two by Questions 2 and 3, respectively. A region-school 
nutnber code was employed for assignment to region. The three strata and 
th^r levels are given in Table 1. Parental intent as to the higher education 

of his child was related to these strata and levels throughout the questionnaire 
analysis. 
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TABLE 1. STRATIFICATION OF HIGH SCHOOLS SAMPLED 



a* REGION 

CORE 

SCHOOLS 

Newark East Side 
Newark West Side 
Newark South Side 
Newark Central 
Newark Weequahic 
Newark Barringer 
Newark Arts 
Newark Vailsburg 
Essex Catholic 
Good Counsel 
St. Benedict Prep. 
St. James 
St. Vincent 
Academy 
Irvington 
E>ist Orange 
Clifford Scott 
Orange 

Archbishbp Walsh 
East Orange 
Catholic 
Our Lady of the 
Valley 



RING 

SCHOOLS 

Belleville 
Bloomfield 
Glen Ridge 
Columbia 
Montclair 
Nutley 
Verona 
West Orange 
Mountain 
immaculate 
Conception 
Lacordaire 
Mary lawn 
(Orange) 
Seton Hall 

Preparatory 



SUBURB 

SCHOOLS 

Caldwell 
Cedar Grove 
Livingston 
Millburn 
West Essex 
Mt. St. Dominic 
Academy 



VOCATIONAL 

SCHOOLS 

Newark (Boys) 
Irvington (Boys) 
Bloomfield (Boys) 
Newark (Girls) 



b. PARENT SCHOOLING LEVEL 
(SOCIO-ECONOMIC INDICATOR) 

(Highest Level Attained) 

No Schooling 

Grade School 

Some high school work 

High school graduate 

Two years or more of college 



c. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL 

(Average record to date) 

A or excellent 
B or good 
C or average 
D or below average 
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Distribution ftiid Processinpi 

were addressed and mailed from every higl> school of 
the County, public and parochial, to a random sampling of one of every four 
parents of eleventh- graders. The randomness was guaranteed by choosino 
every fourth name from an alphabetical listing of this student group. The 

given one week to complete the questionnaire, after virhich he was 
asked to place it in a sealed envelope to be hand-carried by his child to his 
teacher The school then packaged and mailed all of the returned question- 
Coimty College Committee office. A tabulation was made at the 
office of the number and percentage returWd and schools were asked to urge 
delinquent parents to respond promptly. The procedure^ the Committee 
believes, yielded maximum returns at minimum cost. 



questionnaires returned were received at the Committee office 
they were turned over to Isotopes. Inc., a Westwood. N. J.. firm, for card * 
punching and date processing on an IBM 7094 electronic computer according 
to a program that had been prepared earlier. The computations which the 
programmer was asked to make are given in Appendix B. The program and 

* ® car s are on lie in this Committee's office together with printouts of 
tile raw data. 

Returns 

of returned questionnaires, and the care and completeness with 
which they were filled out by the parent, bespeaks the wide interest in a County 
College and supports the validity of Oie survey. Table 2. summarizea the re-^ 

Poblic/parochial/vocational type of institetio.n. 

It IS of considerable significance that the overall high 63 % level of returns was 

anH*^o *f°“8bout the County, with only five schools falling below 40% 

and no region falling below 50y» . Thus, the returns must be viewed as a true 
sampling of County opinion at the educationa.l level of the survey. 

It is also worth noting that the distribution of returns by 
because of its bell-curve effect**, skewed somewhat toward 
(a natural result from the eleventh-year group, many of the 

behind), further confirms the validity 
Still another point of interest is that the percentage returns 
and vocational schools both exceeded the overall percentage 
a convincing demonstration of opinion from these segments 



achievement level, 
the higher grades 
less able students 
of the sample, 
from parochial 
return, ensuring 
of the population. 

TIME PROJECTION OF ENROLLMENT 

It has been assumed throughout the Committee*s investigation that i.he 
opinion of the eleventh-grade parent is useful in forecasting not only the 
enrollments which would arise from his student group but also those that 
wou^ld eventuate in future years. This appears to be true for two reasons: 

1) The problem of the ed^ucational future of the child probably receives most 

cona'tantlJi^^^^^^ 2) Since school enrollments are 

constantly increasing m this area along with increasing population, a forecast 

o enrollment in the initial class of the College must be regarded as a base 
enrollment which can only expand. Therefore, it was felt unnecessary to ex- 
amine extensively the oncoming school population in order to detect small 
variations in rate of growth which could have no marked effect on the cost of 
development or operation of a County College. 



TABLE 2. SUMMiiiRY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS 
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PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A. FINDINGS 

STRENGTH OF SENTIMENT FOR A CO U NTY COLLEGE 

There is an extremely strong sentiment among Essex County parents of 
eleventh-grade students for the establishment of a County College. This 
sentiment prevails in all sections of ..he County and among all strata 
surveyed. Ninety-five peicent (95%) of all parents responding stated that 
they were in favor of establishing a Community College, whether or not 
their own child would attend. Sixty-three percent of all parents responding, 
including many who are presently planning to send their sons and daughters 
to a four-year college, stated that they would “urge” their children to attend 
an Essex County Community College. The predominant reason given is 
clearly the expectation that the cost of the child's higher education, whether 
he terminates in two years or transfers later to a four-year institution, 
will be much lower than if he were to attend another school. A strong sec- 
ondary reason is the opportunity to enroll in twQ-year technological pro- 
grams, not generally available at other echools. 

In addition to the strong desire for a College to serve the youth of the 
County, there is also a very sizeable interest on the part of parents in 
continuing education for themselves. Thirty-eight percent (38%) of all 
parents responding would consider** enrolling in the Community College 
and indicated the curricula they wculd select. 

DISTRIBUTION OF DEMAND FOR A COUNTY COLLEGE 

Figures 1 through 6 illustrate the distribution of demand for a County 
College among the various strata sampled. Figures 1,2, and 3 depict the 
demand by region, parent schooling level, and student achievement level, 
respectively, by giving the percentage of parents responding from these 
strata who would urge their children to attend a County College. Distinc- 
tion is made between those having no present plan to send their child to 
any college (25.39% of the total responding) and those currently expecting 
to send their child to a four-year institution (56.03% of the total respond- 
ing). The regional effect is clear, a decreasing percentage of “no planners” 
being encountered as one moves out from urban Newark. The percentage 
of parents, however, who would “urge** the County College is not signif- 
icantly sensitive to region and is found to be high in all geograp’ cal areas. 

The parent schooling effect is also predictable (Figure 2), those parents 
having more education leading those with lesser education in college plan- 
ning for their children. Again the percentage urging the County College 
remains higl across all levels. Student achievement level (Figure 3), as 

expected, is a hallmark of the college-planning group. It is worth 
observing that about as many of the C-group, or average students, have 
parents with plans as those who do not. It is clear from this and other data 
exhibited later that the C-group offers a promising reservoir of enrollees 
for the Co?inty College. 

Figures 4. 5, and 6, are derived from the same date on which Figures 
1, 2, and 3 were based, but the resvilts are presented in a somewhat dif- 
ferent light. Shown are the percentage of parents falling in each stratum, 
assuming the total number of parents to be equivalent to 100%. The 
profiles at the left invite comparison among the categories of Questionnaires 
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PROFILES BY REGION 
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DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTAL INTENT 
OVER TOTAL RESPONSE, BY REGION 
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SUMMARY PROFILES 
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Legend: 

R = Percent of Questionnaires Returned 
NP = Percent Having No Plan for College 

P ~ Percent Having Some Plan ' 

U = Percent Who Would Urge Child To 
Attend County College. 
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PROFILES BY STUDENT 
LEVEL OF ACHIEVEMENT 
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FIGu 6. 



DISTRIBUTION OF PAR^.NTAL INTENT 
OVER TOTAL RESPONSE, BY LEVEL 
OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 




SUMMARY PROFILES 




Legend: 

R = Percent of Questionnaires Returned 

NP = Percent Having No plon For College 
P = Percent Having Some Plan 

U = Percent Who Would Urge Child To 
Attend County College. 
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Returned, the No-Plan Group, the Plan Group, and the Urgers, The sum- 
mary profiles to the right depict the relationship of the percentage break- 
downs among regions (Figure 4), parent schooling levels (Figure 5), and 
student achievement level (Figure 6). 

Correlation coefficients (Pearson Product- Momen+, on the scale 
-1 to + 1 ) give the degree of correspondence of the percentage of “no- 
planners”, planners”, and “urgers” with the percentage of responders 
from the various strata. 



For example, it is observable in Figure 4 that the Core Region which 
was the source of 48% of all responses accounted for 42% of the “planners” 
and 58% of the “no-planners”. This result probably signifies that the 
Core Group is under planning, especially when it is seen from other data 
that the distribution of student ability on the basis of grades reported is 
about the same for the Core students as that for any other regional group. 
This imbalance of educational intent of the “no-plan” group with their 
numbers relative to the population yields a slightly lower correlation (.96) 
than the correlation, for example, of the “urgers” (.99) with responders. 

The lowest correlation found (Figure 5) was of the “no-plan” group with 
parent- schooling level (.71). Apparently, whether a parent himself has 
gone far in school is not an infallible indication that he will want his child 
to do so; or, perhaps, the fact that children frequently are brighter or less 
bright than their parents is evidenced by this lower correlation. 

Another somewhat low correlation (.86) is noted in Figure 6 between the 
“no-planners” and responders, stratified by the achievement level of their 
children. Examination of the profiles shows that the higher performing 
students tend to be more favored by their parents in the making of college 
plans than their number relative to the population warrants, wh -reas the 
opposite is true of the lower-performing students whose aspirations, if 
they exist, appear to^be in many cases discounted by the parents. 

THE GROUP PLANNING FOR A 4-YEAR COLLEGE PROGRAM 

The Committee was quite interested in determining how large a group 
of parents were already planning to send their children to-aA-year college; 
what amonnt they expected to spend; and how many of them would consider 
having their children attend a County College for two years before trans- 
ferring to a 4-year institution. Those with such a plan turned out to be 
56% of all parents responding. In Figure 7 (a) they are grouped percentage- 
wise into four categories by the maximum amounts they are planning to 
spend. Also given is the percentage of each group who indicated (Question 
5) that they would consider a County College, i.e., would reconsider their 
present plan, at least to the extent of sending their children the first two 
years to the County College. Naturally, those who are able to, and are 
expecting to spend large sums for their children s education are less in- 
terested in a County College than those in more modest circumstances; but 
even 40% of the former group apparently would be interested. 

ABILITY OF PARENT TO MEET COUNTY COLLEGE COSTS 

Question 6 of the Questionnaire asked the parent to select the highest 
j^iYiniint he would be able to pay for the total cost of his "child s t^ducation 
at a County College. Figure 7 (b) summarizes the results. The data 
indicate that if the cost U not above $500 per year to the parent, it would 
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FIG. 7(o) PERCENTAGE OF ELEVENTH-GRADE SAMPLE WITH PLAN TO SEND CHILD TO 
A 4- YEAR COLLEGE AT VARIOUS LIMITING COSTS AND PERCENTAGE OF EACH 
GROUP WHICH WOULD CONSIDER A COUNTY COLLEGE 
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FIG. 7(b) PERCENTAGE OF ELEVENTH-GRADE SAMPLE WHICH CAN AFFORD VARIOUS 
COLLEGE COSTS AND PERCENTAGE OF EACH GROUP WHICH WOULD URGE 
CHILD TO ATTEND A COUNTY COLLEGE. 
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be witMn range of all but the 20% of the parents who couldn*t afford more 
than $200. This suggests exploring the feasibility of scholarship aid for 
those students whose families are demonstrably in the $200 limit group 
(see Recommendation 6b, page 22). 

THE GROUP NOT PLANNING TO SEND THEIR CHILDREN TO COLLEGE 

About 25% of all parents responding had no plans to send their children 
to any college. Question 4 of ihe Questionnaire was designed to learn 
what the reasons were for this decision and to determine whether any of 
these parents would reconsider if a County College were available at modest 
cost. In Figure 8 is given the result of this analysis, including the percent- 
ages of each **no-plan** reason group that would urge their children to attend 
a County College despite their present lack of a college plan. It is signif- 
icant that those giving **Can*t Afford** as their reason for having **no-plan’* 
predominated (28%), and that 94% of this group would be interested in a 
low-cost college. Couniy-wide, this may be as many as 500 students per 
class, a number which, if measured in additional life earnings and better 
living by virtue of advanced education, certainly would appear to make a 
County College worthwhile. 

TYPE OF PROGRAMS FAVORED 

A major classification of students is into the group who wish to transfer 
from the County College to a higher institution after two years and the 
group who wish to pursue a two-year terminal career-type program. The 
response to Question 12 of the Questionnaire shows that, of 1662 making a 
choice, 64% or 1068 chose transfer programs, whereas 36% chose terminal 
programs. It is the belief of this Committee that lack of familiarity of many 
parents with the specific technologies listed as possible offerings, and 
ignorance of the many opportunities existing for employment of technicians 
trained at the sub-professional level, account for the lighter preference for 
the technological programs. The Committee believes that a County College 
should be designed to accommodate about equal proportions of transfer and 
terminal students. 

Table 3 lists in order of choice the programs from which the parents 
were asked to select a preferred one for their child, and a preferred one 
for themselves in case they would expect to enroll in the Evening or Con- 
tinuing Education Division. The major points of interest are the large 
demands for Secretarial, Nursing, and Drafting & Design programs among 
the terminal curricula, the former two undoubtedly being extremely pop- 
ular eumong girl students* The relatively low interest in Computer Tech- 
nology indicates an unawareness of the tremendous opportunities for 
employment today for the computer programmer and technician. 

The most popular adult choice. Social Welfare Work, was a surprise to 
the Committee, since it was not realised how high the public interest was 
in this field, not known as a highly paying one. Also, it is remarkable that 
so maiiy parents indicated interest in Computer Technology, while a 
similar interest was not evinced for the students, 

PREFERENCE AS TO COMMUTING 



Two questions in the Questionnaire dealt with the parents* desires in 
regard to commuting: Question 9* Would the student use a private car to 
commute or would he require public transportation? and Question 10. 
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TABLES. LIST OF PROGRAMS PREFERRED 



Number Percent 

Answering of Total 



County Minimum 
(4 X No. Answering) 







Student Preferences 



Transfer 


1068 


64.26 


4272 


T erminul 


594 


35.74 


2376 


Course Preference 


- 


Terminal 


(First 10) 


1. Secretarial 


119 


7.16 


476 


2. Liberal Arts 


80 


4.81 


320 


3. Nursing 


73 


4.39 


292 


4. Drafting k Design 


60 


3.61 


240 


5. Accounting 


51 


3.0? 


204 


6. Mechanical Tech. 


36 


2.17 


144 


7. Social WeUare 


32 


1.92 


128 


8. Electrical Tech. 


27 


1.62 


108 


9. Medical Tech. 


27 


1.62 


108 


10. Computer Tech. 


25 


1.50 


100 


Co'jirse Preference 


- 


Transfer 


(First 5) 


1. Liberal Arts 


544 


32.73 


2176 


2. Business 


188 


11.31 


752 


3. P re- Engineering 


132 


7.94 


528 


4. Nat. Science 


125 


7.52 


500 


5. Soc. Science 


- 48 


2.89 


192 


Adult Preferences 


Transfer 


148 


20.61 


592 


Terzmnal 


570 


79.39 


2280 


Course Preference 


- 


Terminal 


(First 10) 


1. Social WeUare 


96 


13.37 


384 


2 . Liberal Arts 


62 


8.63 


248 


3. Computer Tech. 


62 


8.63 


248 


4. Nursing 


58 . 


8.08 


232 


5, Secretarial Science 


56 


7.80 


224 . 


6. Accounting 


54 


7,52 


216 


7. Marketing k Advertising 


43 


5.99 


172 


8.^ Banking Ic Insurance 


33 


4.61 


132 


9. Mechanical Techn 


25 


3.48 


100 


10. Drafting Ie Design 


22 


3.06 


88 


Course Preference 


- 


Transfer 


(First 3) 


1 * Business 


75 


10.44 


300 


2. Liberal Arts 


46 


6.41 


184 


3. Social Science 


14 


1.95 


56 



What is the greatest commuting distance you would regard as reasonable? 
The results are summarized in Table 4. Since 62% of those responding 
would plan to use public transportation, it is clear that such transportation 
would have to be provided. These facilities, especially, would be required 
to carry the Newark students to school, 78% of whom would plan to use 
public transportation. It must be pointed out, however, that the average 
Newark student is willing to commute over five miles to the County Colleg€^ 
others being willing to accept as much as six or seven miles. The “most- 
favored location** of the Interim Report (vicinity of Route No. 280/Prospect 
Ave. interchange in West Orange) is thus “within rang,e“ to most Newark 
families as well as to those in the central and outlying sections of the County. 

^ An interesting comjputation was made to find what might be called a 
center of preference for the County, It assumed that the college should 
be situated at a distance from each high school which is shorter according 
to the number of students and longer according to the acceptable distance 
of travel. The computation of this point* produced a theoretically optimum 
location coinciding with the East Orange Station of the Lackawanna Railroad. 
No 50-acre site being available at this point, a compromise location is 
required, such as the location favored by the Committee in its Interim 
Report. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Every effort should be made to satisfy the exceptionally strong desire 
of County parents for a County College, within the capability of the County 
to meet the cost of such an institution. The facility proposed in the Interim 
Report for 4000 students (Case il), although apparently falling short of the 
need, should be constructed as a first step. Equal enrollments should be 
assumed in Technological and Non-Technological Programs. Every 
measure that can be taken should be taken to accelerate the development 
schedule so that the target enrollments may be achieved at the earliest 
date possible. 

2. Tuition for the student should not exceed $300 per year in order that 
the total cost to the parent for sending his child to the County College be 
under $500 per year. 

3. Entrance requirements should be set at a reasonably high level. The 
demand for enrollment will be so high that an “open door policy** is out of 
the question with the size of facility being planned. Also, it is conceivable 
that the demand for entrance would be so high as to permit peak enroll- 
ments to be reached by admitting only students of B -average or better. 

Should such a demand materialize, the Committee would not recommend 
excluding all students of C-average. 

4. The Committee finds no reason to alter its recommendations of site 

in the Interim Report because of data obtained by questionnaire. However, 



♦For the mathematician reader, the computation obtained the geographical 
coordinates of the “center of preference^ as the orthogonal first moment 
arnus of mass, where mass was made equal to p/d, p being the eleventh- 
grade enrollment of each school and d the mean acceptable commuting 
distance given in Table 4. No correction was made for deviation of the 
route of travel from a straight line. 
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it is mandatory that public transportation be made available to whatever 
site is chosen. Also, in view of the many students planning to take public 
transportation, a somewhat less extensive investment than budgeted in the 
Interim Report may be expected for parking-lot paving. 



5. The Committee regards it as essential to provide the following programs 
as a minimum. Those asterisked may conceivably be postponed until the 
permanent facility opens. 

Terminal Transfer 



Seer ifttarial Science 

Liberal Arts 

Nursing 

Drafting 

Accounting 

Conniputer Technology 

♦Electrical Technology 

♦Mechanical Technology 

Social Welfare Work 



Liberal Arts 
Business 
Pre-Engineering 
Natural Sciences 



The following additional terminal programs should be offered on an 
experimental basis, as the opportunity arises, to test demand: 



Marketing and Advertising 
Banking and Insurance 



The Committee has been advised of the feasibility of instituting a 
general program of Art Education which would provide basic training for 
the fine artist or commercial artist and which would not require extensive 
investment in space or materials. It recommends that such a program be 
instituted as a pilot program to aid in determining the need for a Fine and 
Performing Arts Center in the future. 

6. The Committee has five recommendations as to other action needed: 

a. Action at the State level to ensure the right of students with satis- 
factory records to transfer from County Community Colleges to 
any State College or University. 

b. Action at the County level providing scholarship aid to students of 
County high schools who have outstanding scholastic records and 
whose parents cannot afford the cost of sending them to the County 
College. 

c. Encouragement to the creation of a private foundation set up to 
receive gifts to the Colls_ge (particularly those with conditions 
attached) from private and public donors, 

d. Inducements to County industries t^ supply equipment or facilities 
manufactured or produced by such industries to the County College 
for instructional purposes. Such equipment or facilities maybe 
received as gifts or may be acquired by negotiation including some 
consideration on the part of .the County 6t the College. 

e. State legislation to lift the current limitation of $200, the County’s 
share of operatmg costs, to $600 as incorpornted in tlie Tankman 
bill before Senate. 



DETAILED ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 
A. ENROLLMENT 

In the Interim Report the enrollment of an Eaaex Courty College waa 
projected for the period of 1967-1973 on the baaia of data derived from 
earlier inveatigationa. Thia projection ia reproduced here (Figure 9) from 
Report. It anticipatea a one-claaa enrollment growing to and 
atabilizing at 2000 full-time day atudenta by 1973. The forecast of enroll- 
ment by queationnaire waa intended to confirm or correct the above 
ealimate. Below will be diacuaaed a number of the factors that would 
affect the aize of enrollment at a County College and an analysia of the 
probable impact of each aa revealed by the Queationnaire. The diacussion 
cloaes with a aummary prediction of aingle - claas enrollment, broken 

down into its components, which may then be compared with that given in 
Figure 9. 

S- ^__AND GROWTH OF HIGH SCHOOL CLASS ENROLLMENTS 

The Questionnaire was employed principally to secure an estimate of 
the number of high senool graduates each year, starting fn 1967, who would 
e applying for admission to a County College. The eleventh- grade parent 
group was surveyed because their children would probably be the first to 
be offered admission. Also, it was felt that knowing the number seeking 
admission from the class of 1967, and knowing the size of that class and 
of incoming classes, one might with some confidence predict whether a 
facility planned for the 1967 group would continue to be filled to capacity 
in future years. ^ 



Looking first at current enrollments, the number of students in the 
eleventh-grade of public County high schools at th- time the Questionnaire 

10,214. The equivalent Parochial School enrollment was 
1795, making a grand total of 12,009. 

^ In Tabl^ O, page 26, of the February 1965, Slate Report (Study of The 
Proposal To Esta blish and Operate A County College in Esse x Comitv), 
enrollments for Essex County Public Schools are projected through 
1970-1971, using a “straight-line projection” method. Employing data on 
enrollments at the beginning of the current school year, and a somewhat 
more sophisticated forward interpolation technique (see Appendix C), the 
Committee made a new projection of eleventh- grade enrollments through 
1970, with the results shown in Table 5. The gradual increase in enroll- 
ment IS confirmed, leading to the conclusion that a school facility built to 
accommodate current enrollments will be filled to capacity at least through 
1973 , when the eleventh grade of 1970 would graduate. (It is assumed that 
the much smaller parochial school enrollments will show a similar 
increase.) 

COMPOSITION OF POTENTIAL ENROLLMENT 

Tables 6, 7 and 8 present the detailed data obtained from the Question- 
naire summarizing the sentiment of tlie sample surveyed. They provide 
the numerical basis for Figures 1 through 6 in an earlier section and 
deserve careful study. 
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For formula, see Appendix C 



Table 7 givee the estimated minimum and maximum numbers of parents 
in given strata who would urge their child to attend a County College. The 
minimum number is simply four times the number of responses actually 
received, since it may be presumed that, the sample being random and one 
in four, at least four times tbe number of responses actually received 
would be received countywide if all of eleventh- grade parents had been 
surveyed, all had returned the questionnaires, and that such a complete 
return had broken down percentagewise just as the sample taken. This is 
obviously not a least upper bound on the numbers who would respond in a 
complete survey but, since no method seemed feasible or economical to 
sample those not replying, it is a reasonable upper limit. 

Another word of warning must be given. The mere fact that the parent 
would urge his child to attend a County College is no guarantee that the 
child would actually enroll, nor even ^at he would seek to be admitted. 

This element of uncertainty has been taken account of later in this section 
in estimating the probable number of admissions. 

The meaning of the correlation coefficients in Table 8 has already been 
explained (page 14). The formula for their derivation is given in Appendix D. 

For further comment on the data of Tables 6, 7 and 8, the reader is 
referred to the discussion on page 7ff of the graphical presentation of 
the same data. 

REASONS FOR PLANNING OR NOT PLANNING: ABILITY TO PAY; 

AND REASONS FOR URGING ATTENDANCE 

The Questionnaire-elicited statistics in these areas are found in 
Tables 9, 10, 11, and 12: 

Table 9. Note that almost half of the parents are not planning to pay more 
than $1000 per year for their child's education. This would eliminate 
most private colleges from consideration. As is predictable, the expend- 
iture planned increases as one moves toward the suburbs, as the parent 
is better ••educated, and as the student has more highly achieved. 

Table 10. The ''Can't Afford Group" predominate among those having no 
plan to send the child to College, a fact that suggests a considerable 
potential County College enrollment from this group. Note the number of 
A-Average and B-Average students in this category. 

Table 11. Apparently B0% of the parents could afford to pay as much as 
$500 per year for their children's schooling at a County College. This, 
it must be remembered, is total cost, not simply tuition. 

Table 12. This is a most significant Table. Note that the cnree reasons 
that are linked to cost— -Can Live At Home, Cheaper, and Wants Transfer 
Program--- comprise 67% of the group who would urge their children to 
attend a County College. This is convincing evidence that the cost of 
higher education is becoming oppressive to many parents. It is also very 
significant that equally high percentages of these three reasons combined 
are found in all regions. This indicates that it is not only the urban 
regions but also the suburban regions that are cost-conscious. One must 
eicpect, therefore, a sizeable number of applications from the remoter 
areas of the County. 
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TABLE 6. 

VARIOUS STRATA OF ELEVENTH^GRADE SAMPLE 
WITH NO PLANS FOR COLLEGE, PERCENTAGE WITH PLAN FOR A 
4- YEAR COLLEGE, AND PERCENTAGE WHICH WOULD URGE 
CHILD TO ATTEND A COUNTY COLLEGE 



STRATUM 


RETURN 




Percent 
With Plan 


Percent Who 
Would Ur £»*» 






Percent 


Percent 


For 


Child to 


REGION 


Questionnaires 


( of Total 


With No 


4- Year 


Attend 




Received 


Received 


Plan 


College 


County College 


NEWARK 


592 


31.06 


33.61 


45.44 


86 49 


CORE (incl. Newark) 


919 


48.22 


31.12 


48.64 


86.83 


RING 


608 


31.90 


18.58 


65.30 


81.41 


SUBURB 


293 


15.37 


11.94 


72.35 


75.43 


VOCATIONAL 


86 


4.51 


58.14 


13.95 


93.02 


TOTAL 


1906 


100.00 


25.39 


56.03 


83.63 






Percent 








PARENT SCHOOLING 


No. Answering 


of Total 








LEVEL 


Question 3 


Answering 








NO SCHOOLING 


5 


.26 


80.00 


.00 


100 00 


GRADE SCHOOL 


186 


9.79 


50.00 


33.33 


88.71 


SOME HIGH SCHOOL 


380 


20.01 


38.16 


35.53 


87 89 


HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 


773 


40.71 


25.10 


54.98 


89 13 


TWO YEARS COLLEGE 


555 


29.23 


8.11 


79.82 


71.35 


TOTAL 


1899 


100.00 


25.33 


56.08 


83.68 


STUDENT 


STo. Answering 


Percent 








ACHIE VEMENT 


Question 2 


of Total 








LEVEL 




Answering 








A - AVERAGE 


165 


8.71 


4.85 


84.24 


70.91 


B - AVERAGE 


802 


42.35 


16.08 


68.20 


81.92 


C - AVERAGE 


881 


46.51 


36.21 


41.77 


88.31 


D - AVERAGE 


46 


2.43 


54.35 


19.56 


73.91 


TOTAL 


1894 


00.00 


25.40 


56.12 


83.74 
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TABLE 8. 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF PARENTAL INTENT OVER 
TOTAL RETURN by REGION, PARENT SCHOOLING 
LEVEL, AND STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL, WITH 
CORRELATIONS (PERFECT CORRELATION = + 1.0) 




CORRELATION WITH 
PERCENT OF TOTAL 
RETURNED 



PARENT SCHOOLING 
LEVEL 

NO SCHOOLING 
GRADE SCHOOL 
SOME HIGH SCHOOL 
HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 
TWO YEARS COLLEGE 

CORRELATION WITH 
PERCENT OF TOTAL 
RETURNED 



STUDENT 

ACHIEVEMENT 

LEVEL 



A 

B 

C 

D 



AVERAGE 

AVERAGE 

AVERAGE 

AVERAGE 



correlation with 

PERCENT OF TOTAL 
RETURNED 



+ .9987 






TABLE 9. 

PERCEHTAGE IN VARIOUS STRATA OF ELEVE5NTH-GRADE SAMPLE 
HAVING PLAN TO ATTEND A 4*YEAR COLLEGE AT 
SELECTED LEVELS OF MAXIMUM ANTICIPATED COST 



STRATUM 


Sample 

Number 

AriSwering 


Maximum Anticipated Cost 


Pet. at 
$1000 
Per year 


Pet. at 
$2000 
Per year 


Pet. at 
$3000 
Per year 


Pet. at 
$3500 
Per year 


GRAND TOTAL 


1068 


43.17 


32.02 


18.07 


6.74 


REGION 












NEWARK 


269 


60.96 


27.51 


8.55 


2.98 


CORE(incl. Newark) 


447 


58.84 


30.87 


7.38 


2.91 


RING 


397 


36.02 


32.75 


21.91 


9.32 


SUBURB 


212 


21.23 


33.96 


34.43 


10.38 


VOCATIONAL 


12 


83.33 


16.67 


0.00 


0.00 


PARENT SCHOOLING 












LEVEL 












NO SCHOOL 


0 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


GRADE SCHOOL 


62 


59.68 


37.10 


3.22 


0.00 


SOME HIGH SCHOOL 


135 


64.45 


30.37 


3.70 


1.48 


HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 


425 


54.35 


32.47 


10.59 


2.59 


TWO YEARS COLLEGE 


443 


23.48 


31.60 


31.83 


13,09 


STUDENT 












ACHIEVEMENT 












LEVEL 












A - AVERAGE 


139 


33.81 


24.46 


23.02 


18.71 


B - AVERAGE 


547 


41.86 


31.99 


19.93 


6.22 


C - AVERAGE 


368 


48.91 


34.24 


13.86 


2.99 


D - AVERAGE 


9 


55.56 


33.33 


0.00 


11.11 
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TABLE 10. 

PERCENTAGE IN VARIOUS STRATA OF ELEVENTH-GRADE SAMPLE 
HAVING NO PLAN TO ATTEND COLLEGE AND GIVING ANY OF 
SEVERAL SELECTED REASONS FOR NOT ATTENDING 
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STRATUM 




Reason For Not Attending College 


Sample 

Number 

Anc. 


Marks 

Too 

Low 


Plans 

To 

Work 


Being 

Married 


Does 

Not 

Want to 


Entering 

Military 

Service 


Cont.Edn, 
Not at a 
College 


Can*t 

Afford 


GRAND TOTAL 
REGION 


484 


9.71 


14.88 


0.62 


17.56 


j 

4.34 


25.41 


27.48 


NEWARK 

CORE (incl. Newftrk) 

RING 

SUBURB 

VOCATIONAL 


199 

286 

113 

35 

50 


8.04 

7.69 

14.16 

11.43 

10.00 


13.57 

14.68 

15.93 

11.43 

16.00 


1.00 

0.70 

0.88 

0.00 

0.00 


17.08 

18.88 

16.81 

14.28 

14.00 


5.53 

4.54 
2.65 
2.86 
8.00 


19.60 

22.03 

30.98 

42.85 

2C.00 


35.18 

31.48 

18.59 

17.15 

32.00 


PARENT SCHOOLING 
LEVEL 

_ _ _ 1 


















NO SCHOOL 
GRADE SCHOOL 
SOME HIGH SCHOOL 
HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 
TWO YEARS COLLEGE 


4 

93 

145 

194 


0.00 

10.75 

6.90 

9.28 

20.00 


25.00 

17.20 

11.72 

18.04 

4.44 


25.00 

1.07 

0.69 

0.00 

0.00 


25.00 

13.98 

22.76 

16.49 

13.33 


0.00 

1.07 

6.90 

4.64 

2.22 


25.00 

18.28 

24.14 

28.86 

26.67 


0.00 

37.65 

26.89 

22.69 

33.34 


STUDENT 

ACHIEVEMENT 

LEVEL 


















A - AVERAGE 
B - AVERAGE 
C - AVERAGE 
D - AVERAGE 


8 

129 

319 

25 


0.00 

0.00 

10.34 

56.00 


0.00 

19.38 

14.42 

4.00 


0.00 

0.00 

0.94 

0.00 


25.00 
20.15 
16.93 

12.00 


0.00 

0.77 

5.64 

8.00 


12.50 

23.25 

27.27 

16.00 


62.50 

36.45 

24.46 
4.00 




i 
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TABLE 11. 

PERCENTAGE IN VARIOUS STRATA OF ELEVENTH-GRADE SAMPLE 
WHICH WOULD CONSIDER SENDING CHILD TO A COUNTY 
COLLEGE AND MAXIMUM TOTAL COST THE FAMILY COULD AFFORD 







Maximum Amount Can Afford 




Sample 


Pet. at 


Pet. at 


Pet. at 


Pet. at 




Number 


$1000 


$500-1000 


$200-500 


$200 


STRATUM 


Answering 


Per Year 


Per year 


Per year 


Per year 


GRAND TOTAL 


1543 


14.45 


28.51 


37.59 


19.45 


REGION 












NEWARK 


493 


8.52 


24.75 


40.36 


26.37 


CORE (incl, Newark) 


772 


8.55 


25.91 


40.15 


25.39 


RING 


477 


19.08 


31.45 


37.10 


12.37 


SUBURB 


221 


28.05 


36.20 


27.15 


8.60 


VOCATIONAL 


73 


5.48 


13.70 


45.20 


35.62 


PARENT SCHOOLING 
LEVEL 












NO SC^HOOL 


4 


0.00 


0.00 


75.00 


25.00 


GRADE SCHOOL 


149 


7.38 


28.86 


37.58 


26.18 


SOME HIGH SCHOOL 


314 


7.32 


2i.:i 


43.31 


28.03 


HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 


671 


12.22 


29.21 


38.60 


19.97 


TWO YEARS COLLEGE 


401 


26.68 


33.42 


31.17 


8.73 


STUDENT 

ACHIEVEMENT 

LEVEL 












A - AVERAGE 


116 


17.24 


29.31 


39.66 


13.79 


B - AVERAGE 


645 


16.28 


29.30 


37.83 


16.59 


C - AVERAGE 


741 


12.41 


27.53 


37.25 


22.81 


D - AVERAGE 


34 


11.76 


29.41 


41.18 


17.65 
















I 

I 

I 



I 
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TABLE 12. 

PERCENTAGE IN VARIOUS STRATA OF ELEVENTH-GRADE SAMPLE 

urge CHILD TO ATTEND A COUNTY COLLEGE 
AND GIVING ANY OF SEVERAL SELECTED REASONS FOR URGING 
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Reason P*or Urging That Child 
Attend County College 


STRATUM 


Sample 

Number 

Answering 


Can Live 
At Home 


Cheaper 


Wants 

2-Year 

Program 


Easier 

to 

1 Enter 


Wants 

Transfer 

Program 


Good 
Chance 
of Job 


GRAND TOTAL 
REGION 


1594 


25.28 


17.56 


12.86 


16.69 


24.09 


3.52 


NEWARK 

CORE(incl, Newark) 

RING 

SUBURB 

VOCATIONAL 


512 

798 

495 

221 

880 


30.66" 

28.57 

22.83 

19.00 

25.00 


18.56 
19.30 

16.56 
14.93 
13.75 


13.08 

12.28 

9.09 

13.57 

40.00 


13.08 

14.16 

18.79 

22.18 

13.75 


19.73 

20.80 

30.50 

29.86 

1.25 


4.89 

4.89 

2.23 

0.46 

6.25 


PARENT SCHOOLING 
LEVEL 


















NO SCHOOLING 
GRADE SCHOOL 
SOME HIGH SCHOOL 
HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 
TWO YEARS COLLEGE 


55 

165 

334 

689 

396 


0.00 

34.55 

33,24 

25.40 

14.90 


40.00 

16.36 

17.66 

17.85 

16.92 


0.00 

15,15 

13.77 

14.08 

9.34 


40.00 

13.33 

13.17 

15.38 

22.73 


0.00 

13.33 

16.77 

24.09 

35.35 


20.00 

7.28 

5.39 

3.20 

0.76 


STUDENT 

ACHIEVEMENT 

LEVEL 
















A - AVERAGE 
B - AVERAGE 
C - AVERAGE 
D - AVERAGE 


117 

657 

778 

34 


27.35 

25.72 

24.69 

23.53 


23.08 

20.39 

14.52 

14.70 


4.27 

11.57 

15.29 

11.76 


4.27 

9.13 

24.03 

35.30 


39.32 

31.21 

16.58 

5.88 


1.71 

1.98 

4.89 

8.83 
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TECHTJOLOGICAL VS. NON- TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRAMS 



Among the programs from which ihe parent was asked to make a choice, 
both for his child and for himself, and which can be regarded as tech- 
nologies insofar as their requirement for extensive space, were the 
following: 

Nursing 

Social Welfare Work 
Electrical Technology 
Mcichanical Technology 
Chemical Technology 
Medical Technology 

Indications were that 306 students, 18.41% of 1662 responses, would 
elect to enroll in one of these programs. The equivalent figure for adults 
was 322, or 44.85% of 718 responses. This result seems to indicate that 
there is a decidedly lesser interest in the technologies than in the pre- 
dominantly acadexnic programs. The Committee feels that this conclusion, 
if it were to be translated into a decision to plan a college primarily for 
the academic offering, could lead to grave error. It is convinced that lack 
of familiarity on the part of many parents with the content of technological 
programs, and failure to be aware of the exceptional employment oppor- 
tunities open to graduates of such programs, have unduly weighted the 
findings in favor of the non-technologies. Moreover, the Committee be- 
lieves that a principal service rendered by the Community College is the 
training of technicians and other technical workers at the sub-professional 
level in order to staff the numerous and wide variety of jobs of this type 
novr unfilled. It is this service that is not being dequately provided for in 
existing institutions. 

Inflight of the above, the recommendation has been made to plan for 
approximately half-and-half apportionment of the completed facilities to 
technological and non-technological offerings (Case H of the Cost Analysis 
in the Interim Report). In this connection, two additional points must be 
borne in mind. It will be inadvisable at the outset, while still operating in 
temporary facilities, to introduce those technologies requiring elaborate 
equipment and instrumentation and large amounts of space. Secondly, the 
introduction of specific technological programs should be keyed to prospec- 
tive enrollment in them and to the need of Co\inty business and industry for 
the skills they teach. In some cases fcris may require a program to educate 
the public in perceiving this need and may favor a somewhat cautious 
approach to the development of suitable curricula., 

PUBLIC AND PAROCHIAL SCHOOL OPINION 



Pharmaceutical Technology 
Computer Technology 
Commxmications Technology 
Hotel Technology 
Drafting and Design 



No overall difference of view as between parents of public Sv^hool and 
parochial school students was observed relative to the establishment of 
the College. Percentage returns on ihe Questionnaire were actually higher 
from parochial schools than from public school (70% vs 61%). A spot 
check of three parochial schools showed the following results; 
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School 


Number 

Mailed 


Number 

Returned 


Percentage of 
Parents in Favor 
of Establishing 
a County College 


Percent Who 
Would Urge 
Child to Attend 


Fssex 










Catholic High 


106 


58 


90% 


84% 


East Orange 
Catholic High 


57 


49 


92% 


80% 


Seton Hall 










Preparatory 


43 


14 


100% 


100% 



enrollment among NRW, Htr.» 
graduates, adults, returned gi’s, and OTHRRH 



-n «> >^eU«on to the total student body who would 

T contmuing education courses, is very difficult to determine 

Judgmg solely by the numbe- s of students and^adults deaionatinJ^ 
preferences in Questions 12 anH 1 ^ of r\ 4 .- • course 

70% of the student body may be new gradu^t^rro” "duH^^ Tmust bf 

atteSri::rg°m^st: :t^pri^°ari 

pro^:::d ^ ^e^^er”%t“o V"“* <>«^&lool 

seeking admission to Se Ev:^;InrC:rr.”^”‘'“*" 



predecessor of World Wai* TT anti +ii v 
farther b?s’''d“ °f the fina°Lr°«ti^:iice “fered 

at $100 per*week or'$3?00 '’Th'^v'’' 3^ weeks of schooling 

has predicted ttai 15000 GI*'s wiU se*ers“ch assT^‘n«“to Su^ ^teTe.^*Es7 
have 2500 of these^Ler^assume^ttat S''0°^"^**'°”’ ***“* expect to 

B. PROGRAMS PREFERRED 



whaTu Ztolyed'to Tabu ’“^le l^P *° <>«-«<» °ther than 

Sdtvrduils ® * *"* ”° «*at was not selected by some 

c. COMMUTING PREFERENCE 



RECO^^AMONS \\Te*'“and r**” *'«°^C1PAL FINDINGS and 
The mam result is that alf*regi“^ ^ tt;Co^4r:r?S"to atLtl" ^• 

«>« ^““ese a«l that it is^mandatory^that 



D. ATHLETIC PRCXIRAM PREFERENCE 



Parent opinion in regard to the nece«»ity for intramural or inter- 
collegiate athletic programs and competition at a County College broke 
down as follows: 



Number Percent 
Answering Answering 



Percent of Those 
Answering Favoring 
Intramural Programs 



Percent of Those 
Answering Favoring 
Intercollegiate Athletics 



322 16.«9% 



26.40% 



73.60% 



On the basis of this sample, it is not te i v by the Committee that it is 
essential to institute an athletic program initially unless one is required 
by the State. However, adequate provision should be made for physical 
education and a reasonable program of team sports in the program of a 
completed college. 



E. SUMMARY-PROBABLE NUMBER OF ADMISSIONS 



Considering all of the various factors just discussed some attempt was 
made to incorporate the findings into a prediction of enrollment in one 
class of a completed facility. The prediction assumes that the eleventh- 
grade group canvassed is typical of whatever eleventh-grade group would 
provide the initial enrollments. The results are summarized in Table 13. 

The method of production was to consider first the groups reporting 
either a plan or no plan to send their children to college, to further de- 
compartment this number by the amount of money the family was planning 
to spend, or by reason, respectively, and then to conjecture what number 
in each category might be expected to end up on the campus of a County 
College. 

Taking the “NO PLAN“ group first (25.39% of total returns), it was de- 
cided to exclude from consideration the MARKS TOO LOW group (since 
entrance requirements would bar them), the BEING MARRIED group (in the 
belief that matrimony usually proves a stronger motive than education!), 
the FILTERING MILITARY group, and the group CONTINUING EDUCATION 
NOT AT A COLLEGE. About half of the minimum number in the County 
(as indicated by the Questionnaire) PLANNING TO WORK and halt of the 
minimum number who DON*T WANT TO were assumed to become enrollees. 
In addition, four out of five of the approximately 500 minimum who reported 
they GTAN*T AFFORD College were included. The total NO PLAN group thus 
contributed 600 students total to the single class enrollment. Since this 
number is based upon the County minimum responding to the Questionnaire; 
and takes no account of those families who were sent a questionnaire and 
didn’t respond, it must be regarded as a very conservative and solid figure. 

The breakdown of the PLAN group (56.03% of total returns) is into Cost 
of anticipated annual expenditure for college. It was assumed here that none 
of those parents expecting to spend $3000 or more per year would be in- 
terested in having their children attend a low-cost community college. About 
one-half of the County minimum of the remaining two grbups were included- 
800 from those planning to spend $1000 per year and 600 of those planning to 
spend $2000 per year. The total enrollees from the PLAN group were thus 
assumed to be 1400 in number. 




(cont. on next page) 
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Since the NO PLAN and PLAN groups comprised 81.42% (25.39% + 56.03%) 
of the total responding, it may be assumed that the remaining 18.56% were 
UNDECIDED. The Questionnaire did not explicitly identify this group. How- 
ever, the number of them that represent enrollees in a County College must 
come from the WOULD CONSIDER group (identified by Question 6), and. 
specifically, from those who would be able to pay the cost of matriculation. 

On the assumption that costs would be in excess of $200, the group naming 
that figure as their limit was eliminated from consideration. As to all of 
those able to pay as much as $500, 20% (the proportion of UNDECIDED) were 
considered as applicants for admission of which approximately one half, or 
10%, were assumed to have been admitted. As before, this 10% was taken 
as 10% of the County Minimum, computed as four times the number respond- 
ing WOULD CONSIDER** to the one-to-four random sample. The total of 
these is seen in a able 13 to be 450, which, when added to the PLAN and 
NO Pi.AN estimates, yields 2450 single-class enrollees. 

This figure was then reduced in the light of answers to the other Question- 
naire questions by 18% for those not likely to travel over 2 miles, and by 
another 4.5% for those not accepting the lack of an extensive athletic pro- 
gram. Finally, the 100 GI*s expected to return (see page 35) were added, 
yielding an estimated grand total enrollment in a single class of the Dav 
Division of 2020, 

This figure should by no means be considered inflexible, but the Com- 
mittee feels that it is a reasonably good indicator of the order of magnitude 
of enrollment which must be ultimately anticipated. 

When compared with the enrollments projected in the Interim Report 
(see Figure 9, this report), it is clear that, to accommodate these 2020 or 
more students per class through 1967 and 1968. when the college would be 
operating in temporary facilities, is a virtual impossibility. Acceleration 
of the building program proposed in the Interim Report and assignment of 
large numbers of students to the Evening Division might make it possible 
to approach a 4000- enrollment figure by 1969, or 1970. Indications are, 
however, that for five years or more it will be impossible to provide 
County College facilities to accommodate all of those who will seek ad- 
mission. This will require very careful specification of admission policies 
and extreme tact on the part of the administration, during the growth phase, 
in its dealings with the public. 

F. ERRORS OF ESTIMATION 

It was possible to compute two errors of estimation which the Committee 
believes are significant. The first of these is the possible error, due to the 
random nature of the survey, in the estimate of the number of people favor- 
ing establishment of the college, whether or not their own child would attend 
(Question 14). Since the answer was “ye s’* or “no**, the total number of responses 
thus comprising what the statistician calls a “two-cell \miverse“, the error 
of estimation can be computed by a well-known formula (see Appendix E). 

A similar computation can be made for the estimate of the number of those 
parents who would urge their child to attend a County College and those who, 
by their silence, indicate they would not (Question 7). The results are given 
below. 






Favoring 
Eatabliilunant of 
A County College 
(County Mnimum) 



Error of 
Estimate 



Percent Favoring 
Eatablialunent of 
A County College 
(County Minimum) 



7020 



i 112 



95 % 



Urging Child To Error of 

Attend County Estimate 

College 

(County Minimum) 



Percent Urging 
Child Attend 
County College 
(County Minimum) 



6376 




84% 



Error of 
Estimate 



~ 1.5% 

Error of 
Estimate 



i 2.5% 



The errors quoted are three standard deviations, in the language of the 
statistician. They take into account- Uie sire of the sample and can be re* 
garded as Uie utmost margin of error. 
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IV THE FAVORED L,dCATION 

As discussed in PRINCIPAL FINDINGS, no data turned up by the. Question* 
naire Inclined the Coxnn^ttfe toerard any reconsideratiQin of Ihe Fayored 
Location designated in the Interim Report,- namely, the vicinity of the inter- 
section of Route No. Z80, the East-lVest Freeway, and Prospect Avenue, in 
the municipality of West Orange. The results of the Commuting Preference 
analysis (Table 4) demonstrate &e desire of a majority of parent for a site 
centrally located in tibie County. 
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V. RECOMMENDED ACTIONS; 

The original Freeholder* charge to thi* Committee asked that it determine 
“the need for additional legislation with recomme^ations for such, if necessary,” 
The Committee has ]five suggestions to make for State or County action, at least 
one of which involves the support of legislation. 

1. STATE SHARE OF OPERATING COSTS 

It is urged that the County support legislation raisii::^g the limitation of $200 
on the State’s share of annual operating costs per. student. Support of the 
Tanzman bill now before the senate, raising this timitation to $600 is recom- 
mended. 

2. TRANSFER OF STUDE3S1TS FROM COUNTY COLLEGES TO STATE- 
CONTROLLED 4-YEAR INSTITUTIONS 

It is recommended that the State be urged to set up routine procedures for 
the transfer of County College graduates who saccessfully complete a college- 
parallel program, to State-controlled institutions of higher (15th and l6th year) 
education. 

3. INDUCEMENTS FOR BUSINESS and INDUSTRY SUPPORT 

County businesses and industry should be encouraged to provide support to 
a County College, once established. This would include supply of educational 
equipment or facilities, produced and manufactured by local companies, to the 
County College for instructional purposes, either as gifts or in return for some 
consideration on the part of the County or the College. 

4. PRIVATE FOUNDATION for COUNTY COLLEGE GIFTS 

In Middlesex and Ocean Counties private foundations have been set up to 
receive gifts to the College from private and public donors. The prime reason 
for these foundations is that a donor will often attach some condition to his 
gift and in general, such conditions cannot by law be accepted by the Coimty 
because of its political status. The County should encourage the formation 
and functioning of such a foundation, free of taxes, for the purpose stated. 

6. COUNTY SCHOLARSHIPS 



Consideration should be given to setting up County Scholarships for deserv- 
ing students whose parents cannot afford even the low cost of a County College 
education. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO PARENTS 

FREEHOLDEIS COST FACT-FINDING COMMITTEE 

POKTNi 

ESSEX COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



C MALCOLM DAVIS 
CHAIRMAK 

MIU. REYNOLD E. BURCH 
FREDLANDOLPHI 
HARRY LATIMER 
ALFRED C. UNKLETTER 



ESSEX COUNTY PLANNING DEPT. 
520 KUEVILLE AVENUE, lUX^ #3 
KLLEVILLE, N. J. 07I0» 

Phon* 751-4350 



ROBERT a SPCHN 

OONSULTAKT 



A MeBMoge 



Deor Parent, 



!1 L 



Your S»ex County Board of Freeholders through its Cost Foct-Finding Committee, is 
collecting the information it needs for guidance in establishing the kind of Community College 
which will best serve the needs of Essex County. Several studies already hove been mode 
recommending the establishment of such a school. The present committee is now seeking help 
from you, the parents of potentiol Community College i^tudents, in order to obtain on estimate of 
enrollments when the college opens. These estimotes will aid the Freeholders in determining how 
large a college is needed, where in Essex County it should be locoted, whot courses It should 
offer, whot it will cost to construct and operate, how mucn tuition imist be charged, etc. 

E<Kh porent receiving this questionnaire, therefore, is asked to read carefully the next page 
describing briefly the disHnguishing f^res of o communh/ college and, then, to answer 
thouglitfully the questions which follow. 

It is not necessary to sign your name to the questionnaire. 



Thank you, 

C. AAalcolm Dovis, Chairman 
Mrs. Reynold E. Burch 
Fred Londolphi 
Harry Lotimer 
Alfred C. Linkletter 

Robert H. Spohn, Consultont 



w 
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What is A Community College Like? 

The Community College is a relatively new type of two-year college thot is just now making 
its oppeorance in mony sections of the country. It stands; between the high school and the 
university. It places emphasis on education throughout life and <eflects chonging patterns in 
the world's way of doing things which have created new needs for higher education. 

Essex County Community College when established will be one of many soon to open in 
New Jersey. It will be a college to .serve Essex County youth and adults and Essex County labor, 
business, and industry. It will perform this service by enrolling Essex County high school gradu- 
otes in preference to those of any other area; by guiding and counseling them through two years 
of higher education; and by preparing them for career positions or for transfer Into higher 
institutions where they can acquire even more advanced education. At the same time, it will 
offer adults the opportunity to Improve their education at their own pace and p>erhops qualify 
themselves for new and better jobs. 

The college will be oble to proyide higher education at minimum cost to you for two 
reasons: 

(1) Most of the operating cost will be borne by the State and County. 

(2) The student will live at home and commute to school, thus saving the cost of meals 
and dormitory incurrerJ at most other colleges. To facilitate commuting, an effort will 
be mode to locate the college within easy access of main highways and public trans- 
portotion. 

Programs offered will be of two types: terminal and transfer. 

Terniinol Programt will give the graduate an Associate's degree after two years of satisfactory 
work. He will be able to specialize in s -i fields os Electrical Technology, Computer 
Programming, Secretarial Science, Accounting, Medical Laboratory Technology, Marketing and 
Advertising, etc. The industries and businesses of Essex County will cooperate in planning 
these programs and will be anxious to hire competent graduates . . . 

Transfer Programs will qualify those students who have satisfactorily completed the two-year 
course for entrance into the third year of a four-year institution, in most cases without entrance 
examination. They will include such fields as Pre-Engineering, Liberal Arts, Business, Pure and 
Applied Sciences. 

A wide variety of special programs in the brood area of adult education will also be offered. 

The Community College is a true college. Students will be required to take a balanced 
program in ort oppreciotion, science, ond social studies in addition to the courses in their 
specialty, and high standords will be maintained. Faculty and staff will be the best that can be 
assembled. A full progrom of student activities will be fostered. 



A PTA worker or other -volunteer helper will assist you in completing this questionnaire, 
if you wish. To get help, call 

Mr. 

Mrs. 



Tftonk you for givitig us your cooperation in carrying out this survey. 










o 



Region/School Code (Please disregard. For Committee use only.) 
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E$9€x County Community College Questionnaire For Parents 

Directions; Before you start to answer the questions below, be sure you hove read the description 
on the opposite page of the proposed Essex County Community College. When you are ready to 
proceed, read each question carefully, decide on your answer, then piece the neNiber representing 
your answer in the answer space provided in the right column. All onsweif will be nwiibere^ If 
you feel unable to answer a given question, or if a given question does not apply to you, simply 
leave the answer space for it blank. It will be helpful to refer to the description of the Community 
College on the oprposite page from time to time while deciding on your answer. 

I. Is your eleventh-grader a boy or a girl? 

0) Boy (2) Girl |, ( ) 



2. About what is your child's average mark or performance in all of his* 
courses or work since he* began high sch-'^l? 

(1) A or excellent (2) Bor good (3) Cor average 

(4) D or below overage 2. ( ) 



3. What schooling have you, the parent or guardian who is completing this 
questionnaire, had? (Highest level) 

(1) No schooling (4) Graduate of a high school 

(2) Grade school education (5) Two years or more of college 

(3) Some high school work 3 . ( ) 



4. I do not plan to send my child to 
do plan to send him.) 

(1) His I. *'rks are too low 

(2) He plans to work 

(3) He is being married 

(4) He doesn't want to go 



college because (Do not onswer if you 

(5) He is entering military service 

(6) He is continuing his education or 
training, but not at a college 

(7) We cannot afford to send him 



4. 



{ ) 



5. I plan to send my child to a 4-yeor college costing not more than 
(Leave blank if you have no such plan.) 

(1) $1000 per year (3) $3000 per year 

(2) $2000 per year (4) $3500 per yeor 5. ( } 



6 . I would consider sending my child to the Essex County Community 
College if the total cost to our family were (Supply the number correspond- 
ing to the highest amount you would be able ta pay.) 

(1) About V‘1000 per year (3) Between $200 and $500 

(2) Between $500 and $1000 

per year (4) About $200 per yeor 6. ( ) 



*Throughout the questionnaire, "his" means either his or her; "he" means either he or she; 
"him" means either him or her. 
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7 -8. I would urge my child to attend the Essex County Community College 
because (If possible, sel<K:t both d main reason and a next imost 
importont reason. ) 

(1) I like the idea of having him live ct home while at school. 

(2) It would be cheaper than to send him to another scftool. 

(3) He would be interested in taking one of the two-year career>type 
programs. 

(4) As on Essex County resident, or being of average ability, he would 
be more likely to have his application accepted than at aix)ther 
school. 

(5) He could transfer to another school for his last two years, havilng 
saved money the first two years by attending the Community Colietje. 

(6) He would have a good chance of getting a job, especially in Essex 
County. 

9. If my child attended Essex County Community College, he probably 
would commute to it by 

CD Automobile (2) Public transportation 

(his own or in a car pool) (bus or other) 

10. The greotest commuting distance I would regord as reasonable would be 

(1) A few blocks (3) 5 miles 

(2) 2 miles (4) 10 miles 

11. I would send my child to Ecsex County Community College only if the 
college had (If not important to you, do not answer.) 

(1) An intramurol athletic progrom (within the school only). 

(2) A full program of intramural and intercollegiate athletic competition 
(contests other sclioois). 



12. If my child were to attend Essex County Community College, the one 
program he would be most likely to enroll in would be (Don't hesitate 
to discuss, before onswering, with your son or daughter.) 



Trortfer Type (Requiring an additional two years at another college 
for the Bachelor's degree.) 



(1) Liberal Arts (languages, history, 
mathematics, etc.) 

(2) Business 

(3) Pre-Engineering 

(4) Notural Sciences (biology, pre- 
medical, etc.) 



(5) Soclol Sciences (sociology, 
economics) 

(6) Chemistry 

(7) Physics 



3. 



Coreer Type (Terminating with an 
vIO) Liberal Arts 

(11) Accounting 

(12) Marketing cud Advertising 

(13) Secretorial -Science 

(14) Nursing 

(15) Social Welfare V/ork 

(16) Electrical Technology 

(17) Mechontcol Technology 



Associate degree in two years) 

(18) Chemical Technology 

(19) Medical Technology 

(20) Pharmoceutica! Technology 

(21) Computer Technology 

(22) Communications Technology 

(23) Hotel Technology 

(24) Drafting and Design 

(25) Banking and Insurance 



I, myself, would consider enrolling in the Adult Education or Evening 
Division at the Community College to take work in (Chtx>se o number 
from those given in Question 12, above.) 



14. Do you fovor the establishment of an Essex Countv Community College, 
whether or not your son cr daughter would attend it? 

(1) Yes (2) No 



7. ( ) 

Moin reason 

8. i J 

Next reason 



9. ( ) 

10 . ( ) 



11 



( ) 



12 . ( ) 

13. ( ) 

14. ( ) 
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APPENDIX B 

QUANl’ITIES COMPUTED FROM QUESTIONNAIRE RETURNS 



Question 

Region School 
Code 



1 . 

2. 

3. 



0 



Quantity Computed 

Grand Total Returned 

Total And % Returned Each Region 

Public 

Parochial 

Grand Total Answering, Question 1. 

Total and % Boys, Girls 

Grand Total Answering, Question 2. 

Total and % Each Region, Each Grade 

Grand Total Answering, Question 3. 

Total and % Each Region, Each Parent 
Schooling Level 

Grand Total Ans ering. Question 4. 

Total and % Each Reason 
Total and % Each Region, Each Reason 
Total and % Each Parent Schooling 
Level (PSL), Each Reason 
Total and % Each Student Achievement 
Level (sal). Each Reason 

Grand Total Answering, Question 5. 

T otal and % Elach Amo\mt 
Total and % Each Region, Each Amount 
Total and % Each PSL, Each Amount 
Total and % Each SAL, Each Amount 

Grand Total Answering, Question 6. 

Total and % Elach Amount 
Total and % Each Region, Each Amount 
Total and % Eich PSL, Each Amount 
Total and % Each SAL, EAch Amount 
Total and % Also Answering 4, Elach 
Reason, Elach Amount 
Total and % Also Answering 5, Elach 
Amount (5), Each Amount (6) 
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Question 



Quantity C omputed 




7-8 Grand Total Answering, Question 7. 

Grand Total Answering, Quefition 8. 

Total and % Answering 7, Each Reason 

Total and % Answering 7, Each Reason^ 
Each Region 

Total and % Answering 7, Each Reason , 
Each PSL 

Total and % Answering 7, Each Reason, 
Each S AL 

Total and % Answering 7, ALjo 
Answering 4, Each Reason 

Total and % Answering 7, Also 
Answering 5 „ Each Amount 

Total and % Answering 7, Also 
Answering 2, Each Sex 

(Repeat for Question 8) 







i 9. Grand Total Answering, Question 9. 

i| Total and % Automobile 

Total and % Automobile, Each Region 
Total and % Public 
Total and % Public, Each Region 
Grand Total Answering, Question 9 and 7 

Total and % Answering 9 and 7, Each Region 

10. Grand Total Answering, Question 10. 

' Total and % Each Distance 

Total and % Each Region, PSL, and 
SAL, And Each Distance 

I Total and % Each School, Each Distance 

I 

11. Grand Total Answering, Question 11. 

i Total and %, Each Type Program 

|; 

I 12. Grand Total Answering, Question 12. 

Total and %, Each Program 

|; 13. Grand Total Answering, Question 13. 

Total and %, Each Program 

14. Grand Total Answering, Question 14, 

Total and % Yes, No 




0 





Note: All totals computed were extrapolated upward by use of the computed 

percentages to obtain the equivalent county population for each item. 
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APPENDIX C. 

ESTIMATION OF ENROLLMENT 
BY FORWARD INTERPOLATION 



The problem is, given a table of class enrollment for the current and 
preceding yoaro, to obtain a good estimate of enrollments in future years. 
Let a segment of the table be represented as below, where Y represents a 
given year, G a given grade, and represents the enrollment in grade 

G . V GY 

m year Y, 



0 



n 

D 



0 



n 



t.(i 



n 

0 

I 



I Mil 

i I i 



i 

Jfi 

til 



6 

ERIC 



1 


Y - 4 


Y-3 


Y-2 


Y - 1 


Y 


G - 4 












G-3 




E 

G-3 Y-3 


G-ri^Y-2 


G-3 Y-1 




G-2 




G-2\-3 


0 

1 
1 

tsJ 


E 

G-2 Y-1 




G - 1 




G-l^Y-3 


G-l^Y-2 


E 

G-1 Y-1 




G 




cFy-3 


cFy-z 


cFy-i 


G^ 



Suppose that the enrollments for years Y-1, Y-2, Y-3, etc. are known for 
grades G, G-1, G-2, G-3, etc., and that enrollment in grade G in Year Y is 
to be estimated. A suitable formula that may be employed is 



eft 



1 

2 



(. 



G^ 



( 2 ) 

CTY 



) 



where 



GTY = 



cFy-1 X G-l^-l 



G 



-iV: 



and 



cTy = 



g \-1 X G-2FY-2 

G- 2'^-3 
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and 

G Y 



These formulas obtain as the simple average of two estimates: 

The first. » conaiders the current enrollment 

proportionate, in the current and first year preceding, to that of the class 
one year ahead. The second estimate. considers the current enroll- 
ment to be proportionate, in the current and second year preceding, to 

that of ttie class one year ahead. Averaging the two estimates tends to smooth 
out the effect of an unusual enrollment in any given year. Repeated application 
of the formulas permits forward interpolation to any year succeeding those 
for which data is available. 
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APPENDIX D. 

THE PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT 
CORRELATION COEFFICIENT 



The Pearson Product-Mi*ment Correlation Coefficient r is a widely used 
statistic which measures association between two variables on an interval 
scale. Specifically, this measure is used to determine the degree of linear 
relationship between Wo variables. 

Example: 

From TABLE 8. We will find the correlation coefficient by Parent 
Schooling Level for Percent No Plan (Y) with Percent Returned (X). 



Parent 


Percent 


Percent 


Schooling 


Returned 


Reporting 


Level 


(X) 


No Plan (Y) 


No Schooling 


0.26 


0.83 


Grade School 


9.79 


19.33 


Some High School 


20.01 


30.15 


High School Graduate 


40.71 


40.33 


Two Years College 


29.23 


9.36 



There are a number of different computational formulas which are used to 
obtain this statistic. One that is well- suited for computation on a desk 
calculator is 



r v= NSXY - (2X) (XY) 
XY ' ^ ^ 



V 



(N2X^ - (SX)^) (N2Y^ - (2Y)^) 



N 

The symbol 2 = 
2XY = 



Number of pairs 
“the sum of” 

the sum of the products of ail X*s by their 
corresponding Y’s, etc. 



The following quantities are known, or can be computed and substituted in the 



formula 


above; 






N 


= 5 


2Y = 


100 




u: log 
= 10^ 

= 3007.1947 
= 2707.7818 


II 

no r 


10^ 


(2X)| 

XX 

XXY 


2Y^ = 


2997.4788 



Computation with the formula leads to the result 

^XY = .7064 
= .71 



which is the value recorded in Figure 6 (q.v.) for the correlation sought. 
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APPENDIX E. 



ESTIMATION OF ERROR 



The estimates of error in the sample number answering, and sample 
percent answering, of parents favoring the establishment of a college and 
those who would urge their child to attend a county college are obtained by 
the following formulas*: 



Var r = npq = variance in sample number 
Var r = j»q = variance in sample percent 



n 



n 



where Var = variance = (Standard deviation)' 



r = sample number (:ln favor ) 

(would urge) 



n = total number received 



p = percent (in favor ) 
(would urge) 



q = pcircent (not in favor ) 
(would not urge) 



These formulas assume that the sample taken by qtiestionnaire was a 
member of a normal distribution about a mean which would be obtained by 
repeated sampling. They are applicable to a O, 1 universe, with replacement, 

which is the case in Question 7 (would urge, no reply) and Question 14 (in 

favor of college, not in favor). Plus or minus one standard deviation VVar 
would represent the region accounting for 39%, approximately, of all cases; 
and three standard deviations essentially all possibilities of error. 



* W. E.^ Deming. Some Theory of Sampling. Wiley and Sons, Inc., 
1950, p. ill. 
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ACTIVITIES OF THE COMMITTEE 



ERJCt 



C onf er ences and Viaita 



Meeting of the Committee, Fidelity Union Trust Company, 
Newark, New Jersey 

Meeting of the Committee, Fidelity Union Trust Company, 
Newark, New Jersey 

Conference with Mr. Thomas Barrett and 

Mr. Robert Donnelly at the Kali of Records, Newark, N. J. 

Conference at the Hall of Records with Mr. T. Farrett, 
Mr. R. Donnelly, and Mr. Fulvio Campagna representing 
Premier Printers, Kearny, New Jersey 

Conference with Dr. Frank B. Stover, 

Superintendent of Schools, Bloomfieldf New Jersey. 

Meeting of the Committee, Fidelity Union Trust Company, 
Newark, New Jersey 



February Z8, 1966 
March 7, 1966 
March 14.11966 
March 15,, 1966 

April 11, 1966 
April 26, 1966 

Correspondence 

Additional correspondence with the following individuals and agencies is in 
the files of the Committee, 

Mr. Harry Githens, Assistant Director, Bureau of Community Colleges, 
Pennsylvania Department of Public Instruction, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Jesse R. Barnet, formerly Program Associate, American Association of 
Junior Colleges, Washington, D. C. 

K. G. Skaggs, Specialist in Occupati mal Curriculums, American Association 
of Junior Colleges, Washington, D. 

Kenneth E. Gardner, Associate Management Analyst, State University of 
New York, Albany, New York. 

David L. Bichler, Hackensack, New Jersey. 

Mr. Henry J. T. Doren, Orange, New Jersey. 

Dr. S. V, Martorana, Executive Dean, State University of New York, Albany, 
New York. 

Robert J. Novotny, Maplewood, New Jersey. 

R. G. Lamborn, Bloomfield, New Jersey. 

Anthony D. Murro, Marsh & McLennan of New Jersey, Inc., Westfield, 

New Jersey. 

Dr. Frank P. Merlo, Montclair State College, Montclair, New Jersey. 
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APPENDIX G. 



FINANCIAL STATEMENT 



Total Amount Budgeted: 

Expended or Committed to 5/1/66: 

Balance: 



$ 10080.00 

9953.55 

$ 126.45 



Note: Above figures do not include furniture and typewriter which were 
supplied by County but which were not a part of planned expenditures. 
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